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CHAPTER 1 - THE PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Special education started in the United st-ntps 
during the early I^OOs. The individuals who benefited 
from special education during that period were hearing or 
visually impaired, moderately or severely mentally 
retarded, or severely emotionally disturbed (Lilly, 
1979). Separate schools were built to accommodate 
individuals exhibiting any of the aforementioned 
handicaps (Reward & Orlansky, However, during the 
period from 1800-1900, little attention was given to 
individuals who possessed problems milder in nature and 
less noticeable in appearance (Lilly, iQvo). 
With the passing of compulsory attendance laws, the 
American educational system changed from that of a system 
designed to meet the needs of children of the upper class 
to one designed to address the different academic, 
social, and vocational needs of a population as varied as 
that of the United States. A new clientele was 
introduced as a result of the compulsory attendance laws, 
for whom public schools were ordered to program 
educational experiences. This situation represented the 
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first impetus for a large portion of special education as 
it is known today (Lilly, 1979). 
According to Suran and Rizzo (1983), many teachers 
have been aware that some children encounter extreme 
difficulties in the process of learning. The reasons why 
seemingly normal children have severe problems in 
education have been vague, and these children at times, 
have been identified as "slow learners" or "stubborn 
students". Additionally, it was not unusual for such 
children to be regarded as mentally retarded, or even 
emotionally disturbed. Although many public schools had 
established special education programs or offered some 
type of special service for mentally retarded, blind, 
deaf, physically handicapped, and emotionally disturbed 
students, there remained a group of children who 
possessed serious learning problems at school, but did 
not fit into any of the existing categories of 
exceptionality. These children did not appear to be 
handicapped, but seemed physically intact; yet they were 
unable to learn certain basic skills and subjects at 
school (Heward & Orlansky, 1984). 
Cartwright, Cartwright and Ward (1984) provided a 
short description of the characteristics of a child who 
is seemingly normal, but has problems in education: 
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"Tom is a sandy-haired slightly freckled young 
man who comes from an upper-middle-class home. 
His parents are college educated, and there is 
no evidence that Tom has had any birth injuries 
or childhood diseases that would affect his 
writing. Unfortunately, Tom's reading is no 
better than his writing; he reads more like a 
six or seven year old than a ten year-old. Tom 
is not mentally retarded. No. In fact, Tom 
excels in math reasoning and has scored in the 
120 range on an individualized intelligence 
test. Is he emotionally unstable to the extent 
that a mental problem interferes with his 
reading? Well, maybe, but he is well liked by 
teachers and other children. His parents 
report that he gets along well with others and 
doesn't show any other symptoms of disturbance. 
Tom is not mentally retarded. He is not 
emotionally disturbed. He is not physically 
handicapped. Tom is learning disabled" (p. 
191 ). 
The passage of Public Law 94-142, signed by 
President Ford on November 29, 1975, provides the 
handicapped child with the following benefits: (1) a 
free appropriate public education which stresses special 
education, and related services designed to meet their 
unique needs, (2) assurance that the rights of 
handicapped children, and their parents, or guardians are 
protected, (3) assistance from states and localities to 
provide for the education of all handicapped children and 
(4) assessment of the effectiveness of efforts to educate 
handicapped children (National School Public Relations 
Association, 1980). In 1970, data from the United States 
indicated that 1.4 percent to 2.6 percent of all children 
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were in special classes. Heward and Orlansky (1984) 
stated that approximately 35 percent of the school-age 
handicapped population is comprised of learning disabled 
children. Learning disabled children constitutes the 
largest subgroup of handicapped children. 
Some states, until the passage of Public Law 94-142, 
denied the existence of learning disabilities and as a 
result did not serve their learning disabled students, or 
severely underachieving pupils. They were placed in 
classes for the emotionally disturbed, mentally retarded, 
or brain injured (Larsen, 1978). Johnson (1980) 
articulated that diagnoses and placement recommendations 
are very important because a student is labeled as 
handicapped at this level. Presently, the range of 
individuals who have input into diagnosis and placement 
recommendations has increased due to the implementation 
of due process procedures. According to Kavale and 
Andreassen (1984), school agencies, in determining 
educational provisions, must provide due process in the 
form of committees who consider a variety of evidence 
from different disciplines in recommending educational 
diagnosis and prescription. These committees, throughout 
the process, are required to examine bits of information 
or cues and translate this information into statements 
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about the existence and severity of handicapping 
conditions, and the appropriate prescription and 
placement. With the passing of Public Law 94-142, the 
special educator's role along with the school 
psychologist's in placement and programming decisions 
have been strengthened (Smith & Knoff, 1981). 
There is an abundance of literature regarding the 
inadequacies of the categorical system of placement and 
service delivery in special education (Johnson, 1980). 
However, since learning disabilities is legislated as an 
exceptional category (Smith, 1983), it is unlikely that 
it will be discontinued in the immediate future. Johnson 
(1980) articulated that it is important to determine how 
students, referred for special services, become 
classified and placed into services for the learning 
disabled. Matuszek and Oakland (1979) further contended 
that much has been written on the various characteristics 
that should be included in an individual assessment 
program without first determining which characteristics 
actually influence decisions regarding the kind of 
services provided to children. The following criteria is 
used in the identification of learning disabled students 
in need of special education by the Iowa Department of 
Public Instruction (1985): 
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1. Hearing sensitivity must be within normal 
limits unless the hearing loss is temporary or 
not educationally relevant. 
2. Vision must be within normal limits after 
correction unless impairement is temporary or 
not educationally relevant. 
3. Intellectual functioning must be at or above one 
standard deviation below the mean as measured by 
an instrument recognized as a valid measure of 
intellectual functioning. A total or full-scale 
score shall be used in applying the intellectual 
criterion. 
4. A severe discrepancy between current achievement 
and intellectual functioning exists when a pupil 
has been provided with learning experiences that 
are appropriate for the pupil's age and ability 
levels, and obtained scores in the achievement 
area(s) of concern are below the pupil's present 
grade placement and are more than one standard 
deviation below the mean on the distribution of 
achievement scores predicted from obtained 
intellectual functioning scores. In 
establishing the difference of one standard 
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deviation, the effects of regression toward the 
mean and errors of measurement must be applied. 
5. The severe discrepancy between achievement and 
intellectual functioning must not be primarily 
attributable to behavioral disorders, chronic 
health problems, physical impairments, 
environmental disadvantage, cultural or language 
difference, or a history of an inconsistent 
educational program. 
Significance of the Study 
Educators are required by Public Law 94-142 to 
identify all handicapped children and ensure that they 
are appropriately served. However, in the learning 
disabilities field, the research literature is 
characterized by ambiguities and confusion about the 
criteria to be used for learning disabilities 
classification (Adelman, 1979). Thurlow and Ysseldyke 
(1979) maintained that up to the present time it has been 
extremely difficult to characterize how decisions are 
made for and about children that are said to be learning 
disabled and even more difficult to characterize the 
degree to which the data collected in the assessment 
process are useful. Previous research in learning 
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disabilities has indicated that psychologists and 
teachers, while judging which children need help, 
consider different information as being most relevant 
(Matuszek & Oakland, 1979). True interdisciplinary 
efforts are inhibited when participants (psychologists 
and special educators) cannot agree on the criteria that 
serves as a guideline for diagnosis and placement for the 
mildly handicapped (Johnson, 1980). The present study is 
a research effort examining and comparing the 
characteristics that influence the decisions of 
psychologists and special education teachers in making 
diagnostic decisions about the learning disabilities 
category. The results of this study can be used to 
better understand how decisions are made for and about 
children in the learning disabilities category. 
Statement of the Problem 
A review of the literature revealed many studies 
that had examined the characteristics that should be 
included in an individual assessment program, but very 
few studies had examined the student characteristics 
which actually influence the decision-making practices of 
teachers and psychologists. The decision-making 
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practices of the learning disabilities field is 
characterized by both variability and inconsistency. 
Thurlow and Ysseldyke (1979) sent questionnaires to 
44 Child Service Demonstration Centers located in 26 
states. The purpose of their research was to investigate 
the assessment and decision-making practices currently 
used by the 44 Child Service Demonstration Centers. The 
results of the study indicated that assessment and 
decision-making while multidisciplinary in nature is also 
characterized by variability and inconsistency. Wagner 
(1977) described one of his earlier studies in which he 
compared service plans made by teams and by individual 
practitioners. A major conclusion of the study stated 
that team service plans are more holistic and when 
compared with nominal groups of independent 
practitioners, team practitioners expressed more of a 
need to become involved in the totality of the client's 
life. Additionally, Wagner found teams considered 
"significant others" more frequently, while individual 
practitioners developed more specific recommendations and 
more unique service plans. Golin and Ducanis (1981) 
stated that these findings suggest that team 
decision-making may indeed lead to different outcomes 
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when compared to decisions made by individual 
professionals. 
Purposes of the Study 
The purposes of the study were to examine the 
characteristics that contribute to the placement of 
children in the learning disabilities category and to 
contribute to the development of a manual that can be 
used as a criterion for learning disabilities placement. 
Some of the questions addressed are: 
1. Is the proportion of correct recommended 
placement for each hypothetical case history the 
same for subjects in both the experimental and 
control groups? 
2. Do the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history rated by subjects in the experimental 
and control groups, using age, sex, years of 
teaching experience and discipline as 
covariates, differ significantly? 
3. Do the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history obtained on each subgroup of subjects 
within the experimental group, and using age, 
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sex, years of teaching experience, and 
discipline as covariates, differ significantly? 
4. Do the adjusted mean ratings of importance of 
the five selected student characteristics for 
each hypothetical case history assigned by the 
various subgroups of subjects within the 
experimental group, using age, sex, years of 
teaching experience and discipline as 
covariates, differ significantly? 
5. Do the adjusted mean ratings of importance of 
the five selected student characteristics for 
each hypothetical case history assigned by 
subjects in the experimental and control groups, 
using age, sex, years of teaching experience and 
discipline as covariates, differ significantly? 
Assumptions 
The assumptions that are used in this study are as 
follows : 
1. The volunteers who participate in this study are 
representative of actual practitioners with 
similar backgrounds. 
2. The data collection procedure used in the study 
is assumed to be adequately representative of 
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actual diagnosis and placement of subjects in 
professional practice. 
3. The instrument used in the study is sufficiently 
sensitive and consistent to measure true 
differences among the control and experimental 
groups. 
Definition of Terms 
1. Special Education. "Specially designed instruction, 
at no cost to the parent, to meet the unique needs 
of a handicapped child, including classroom 
instruction, and instruction in hospitals and 
institutions" (PL 9^-142). 
2. Learning Disabilities. "A disorder in one or more 
of the basic psychological processes involved in 
understanding or in using language, spoken or 
written, which may manifest itself in an imperfect 
ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell 
or to do mathematical calculations. The term 
includes such conditions as perceptual handicaps, 
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, 
and developmental aphasia. The term does not 
include children who have learning problems which 
are primarily the result of visual, hearing or motor 
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handicaps, of mental retardation, of emotional 
disturbance, or environmental, cultural or economic 
disadvantage" (PL 94-142). 
Control Group. Graduate students enrolled in the 
School Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Learning 
Disabilities and Emotional Disabilities programs at 
Iowa State University during the Spring of 1986 who 
reviewed case histories and made individual 
diagnostic decisions without a discussion period. 
Experimental Group. Graduate students enrolled in 
the same degree programs as their counterparts in 
the control group who reviewed case histories and 
made individual diagnostic decisions following a 
group discussion. 
School Psychologist. "An individual specialized in 
the diagnosis and treatment of children's 
psychological and developmental disabilities" (Suran 
& Rizzo, 1983, p. 114). 
Counseling Psychologist. An individual who " 
generally works with clients not suffering from 
severe emotional disturbance but are in need of help 
in making decisions about vocational and educational 
goals, social adjustment or baffling problems" 
(Encyclopedia Americana, p. 725). 
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Special Education Teachers. "An individual who is 
trained and certified to use specific educational 
methods with special children" (Suran & Rizzo, 1983, 
p. 114). 
Characteristics. This term is used to specify 
pieces of known information describing the students 
in each case study. The characteristics are: 
classroom achievement, behavior, intellectual 
functioning, socioeconomic status, child's gender, 
perceptual motor skills, achievement test scores, 
ethnicity, concerns of teaoher(s), concern of the 
parents or guardians, reports of other students, 
personality inventory scores, school attitude survey 
reports and classroom grades. 
Severity. The degree of learning disability for 
each case history ranging from none to severe with 
scoring ranging from '1' to '9'. 
Correct Recommended Placement. This term refers to 
the decision to place students into the correct 
instructional classroom for each hypothetical case 
history. In this study students could be placed in 
either a nonspecial education or special education 
classroom. 
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11. Case History. An information sheet that contains 
characteristics which describe a student and used by 
psychologists and special education teachers to make 
diagnostic decisions. 
Delimitation of the Study 
This study was limited to graduate students enrolled 
at Iowa State University during the Spring semester of 
1986. Specifically, the students at Iowa State 
University, both male and female, were enrolled in one of 
the following graduate degree programs: School 
Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Education (Learning 
Disabilities or Emotional Disabilities). 
Organization of the Study 
This study consist of five chapters, a bibliography 
and appendices. Chapter I provides an overview of the 
study consisting of an introduction, statement of the 
problem, purpose of the study, basic assumptions, 
definition of terms, delimitation of the study and 
summary. 
Chapter II presents a review of the most pertinent 
literature conducted in the field of learning 
disabilities. Chapter III describes the methodology and 
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data collection procedures. Chapter IV consists of the 
findings that are based on the research questions in 
Chapter I. These findings are presented in tables and 
followed by descriptions. Chapter V includes a summary 
of the problem, findings of the study, conclusions, and 
recommendations. 
Summary 
The purposes of this study were to examine the 
factors that contribute to the placement of children in 
the learning disabilities category and to contribute to 
the development of a manual that can be used as criterion 
for learning disabilities placement. 
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CHAPTER II - A REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Learning Disabilities 
There is no one theoretical perspective which 
comprehensively integrates what is known today regarding 
causes, characteristics and teaching methodology in 
learning disabilities (Smith, 1983). The learning 
disabilities term does not represent a homogeneous group 
of children. With respect to their learning problems, 
learning disabled children can be quite different. One 
example cited by Suran and Rizzo (1983) described one 
learning disabled child as being uncontrollable in the 
classroom, while another learning disabled child is 
described as being controllable, but experiences 
difficulty in learning how to read. 
Cartwright, Cartwright and Ward (1984) maintained 
that no other area in special education causes as much 
controversy as learning disabilities. There have been 
numerous discussions over issues such as whether their 
problems are due to perceptual difficulties. The authors 
further stated that some authorities argue that children 
with learning disabilities, by definition, have normal or 
above-average intelligence while other authorities in the 
learning disability field believe that learning 
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disability is a more socially acceptable term for 
underachievement than emotional disturbance or mental 
retardation. Although learning disabled students differ 
in numerous educational and psychological 
characteristics, they share the common problem that 
involves the inability to learn according to normal 
channels (Suran & Rizzo, 1983). 
Kirk, in 1962, coined the term "learning 
disabilities" in the first edition of his book. Educating 
Exceptional Children (Kirk, 1962). Since this time, 
controversy over definition has existed and still exist 
to the present. There is no definition that has been 
universally accepted (Heward & Orlansky, 1984). However, 
in 1968, the National Advisory Committee on Handicapped 
Children proposed a definition of learning disabilities. 
Today, this definition of learning disabilities is widely 
accepted (Graham, 1982). This definition proposed that: 
"Specific learning disability means a disorder 
in one or more of the basic psychological 
processes involved in understanding or in using 
language, spoken or written, which may manifest 
itself in an imperfect ability to listen, 
think, speak, read, write, spell or to do 
mathematical calculations. The term includes 
such conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain 
injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia and 
developmental aphasia. The term does not 
include children who have learning problems 
which are primarily the results of visual, 
hearing or motor handicaps, of mental 
retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of 
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environmental, cultural or economic 
disadvantage" (p. 42). 
The definition proposed by the National Advisory 
Committee on Handicapped Children has been criticized for 
many reasons. Many professionals are troubled by the 
phrase "basic psychological processes" in the definition 
because there is little agreement about what constitutes 
a basic psychological process. A second criticism of the 
definition is that it implies a minor disorder in 
neurological functioning in spite of the current 
inability to verify such minor disorders. Lastly, the 
definition is criticized because of its exclusionary 
clauses. This definition excludes children who are not 
of at least average intelligence and those whose learning 
problems are attributed to emotional disturbance, 
environmental or economic disadvantage, motor handicaps 
and others (Adelman & Taylor, 1983). 
Types of Learning Disabilities 
The dominant position in the definition and 
classification of learning disabilities has adopted the 
view that children have difficulty in reading, 'riting, 
and 'rithmetic because of minimal brain dysfunction, 
perceptual-motor deficits, or underlying language 
problems. These views seek to understand learning 
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disabilities based on underlying neurological or 
perceptual processes that might affect the acquisition of 
specific academic skills. The psychoneurological 
viewpoint describes this approach (Suran & Rizzo, 1983). 
For the purpose of this study, the classification of 
minimal brain dysfunction, perceptual-motor disabilities 
and psycholinguistic or language disabilities will be 
discussed. 
Minimal brain dysfunction 
The National Institute of Health proposed the term 
"minimal cerebral dysfunction which is generally 
unacceptable to educators and to parents. The problem is 
cerebral and dysfunctions do exist, but the issue is not 
minimal. Lastly, minimal refers to the lack of gross 
motor dysfunction (Cruickshank, 1972). Most 
professionals in the learning disabilities field believe 
that true learning disabilities are the consequence of 
dysfunctions involving the central nervous system. 
Biochemical irregularities, genetic variations and 
cerebral trauma can cause the brain to function 
abnormally and can produce particular disorders in 
speaking, listening, math, reading, writing, and 
thinking; those terms that have come to be called 
learning disabilities (Myers & Hammill, 1982). 
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Myers and Hammill (1982) stated that brain 
impairments not only causes death, but it affects at 
least four major areas of human function. These four 
major areas are mental, motor, sensory and emotional. 
The authors further commented that when learning 
disability is caused by brain dysfunction, its effects 
are displayed in three ways: 
1. the loss of an ability, 
2. the inhibition of the development of an ability, 
and 
3. the interference with the operation of an 
ability. 
The ten major characteristics of children who were 
diagnosed as having minimal brain dysfunction were listed 
by Clements and Peters (1962): 
1. Specific learning deficits in the presence of 
normal intelligence 
2. Perceptual-motor deficits 
3. Impulsivity 
4. Emotional instability 
5. Short attention span 
6. Coordination deficits 
7. Distractibility 
8. Unclear neurological signs 
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9. Frequent abnormal EEGs 
Perceptual-motor disabilities 
Typically, the term perceptual-motor refers to the 
process of visual perception and the coordination of 
visual perceptual with motor behavior. If children 
encounter problems in either the perceptual or motor 
modalities, difficulties in learning can occur. One of 
the major identified forms of learning disability is in 
the area of perceptual-motor disabilities. Research and 
theory in the field of learning disabilities has stressed 
the importance of perceptual-motor processes as key 
factors in a child's education (Suran & Rizzo, 1983). It 
was not until the late 1930s that perception and 
perceptual motor development was studied in the United 
States in an organized way with consideration being given 
at the same time to the educational implications 
(Cruickshank, 1972). 
Language disabilities 
The area of language and the cognitive processes is 
another major type of learning disability. 
Psycholinguistic disabilities is the term that is used to 
describe difficulties in this area. Many kinds of 
learning are dependent upon the child's ability to use 
23 
language and to manipulate verbal symbols (Suran & Rizzo, 
1983). 
There are three types of language disabilities: 1) 
inner language disorders, 2) receptive language disorders 
and 3) expressive language disorders. Inner language 
disorders include the proverbial ability to internalize 
and organize experiences. Receptive language disorders 
include difficulties in the process of understanding 
verbal symbols. The last type of language disabilities, 
expressive language disorder, involve difficulties in 
producing spoken language. Additionally, children who 
experience difficulties with expressive language 
disorders tend to avoid using words in order to 
communicate and rely extensively on pointing, and 
gesturing or over usage of particular words that have 
become comfortable (Suran & Rizzo, 1983). 
Characteristics of Learning Disabled Children 
The lists of characteristics of learning disabled 
children have always been confusing and misleading 
because children labeled learning disabled comprise a 
diverse population (Lilly, 1979). Cartwright, Cartwright 
and Ward (1984) pointed out that there is no one set of 
characteristics or behavior that will be found in all 
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children who have been identified as learning disabled. 
However, Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1983) maintained that 
if there is one characteristic that is shared among 
learning disabled students, it is low achievement, but 
this characteristic is not specific to just learning 
disabled children. Cartwright, Cartwright and Ward 
(1984) further asserted that some children possess 
patterns of disability primarily in the cognitive domain, 
with specific problems in arithmetic, reading or even 
thinking. Hallahan and Kauffman (1978) stated that the 
most prevalent of all the academic problems for learning 
disabled children are reading disabilities. Other 
learning disabled children have problems in the social 
domain which include relationships with others, 
self-concept, or inappropriate behaviors. Some children 
may experience problems in tl?e language domain. For 
example, they have trouble expressing themselves orally, 
in writing or processing language. Finally, these 
children may display problems in the motor domain such as 
gross motor skills, psychomotor or perceptual-motor 
skills and possibly a combination of each. 
The most frequently explained stereotype is that 
learning disabled children are hyperactive. In the 
studies which compared learning disabled children and 
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normal children, the results indicated no difference in 
activity. Another characteristic associated with 
learning disabled students is neurological disorder. 
There still exist difficulty and failure in locating 
neurological deficits associated with learning disabled 
children (Bryan, 1974). Hallahan and Kauffman (1978) 
maintains that their observation of children with 
learning disabilities showed that not all of these 
children displayed definitive signs of possessing 
neurological abnormalities. However, a large percentage 
of children with learning disabilities displayed signs 
that are displayed by the normal population. The authors 
further expressed that it is not unusual for a normal and 
healthy child to exhibit one or more of the behavioral 
signs of brain damage. These behavioral signs are called 
"soft signs" and according to Wender (1971), these 
characteristics : 
"include poor fine motor coordination, impaired 
visual motor choreiform movements 
[uncontrollable movements] and "poor speech" 
...such signs are referred to as "soft" 
because-unlike the "hard" signs of classical 
neurology paresis and paralysis, anesthesia, 
and reflex changes-the "soft" signs are slight, 
inconsistently present, and not clearly 
associated with localized neuro-anatomical 
lesions. Dysfunctions such as clumsiness may 
represent "normal" variation and be totally 
unassociated with central nervous system 
pathology" (p. 27). 
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Tarver and Hallahan (1976) reported that there are 
eleven characteristics of learning disabled children that 
are frequently cited in the literature. According to the 
authors, children may display difficulty in one of these 
areas and not in another. The extent of combinations of 
various characteristics is tremendous. The eleven 
characteristics of learning disabled children include: 
1. Hyperactivity 
2. Perceptual-motor impairments 
3. Emotional lability (ups and downs, moodiness, 
anxiety) 
4. General coordination deficits 
5. Disorders of attention (distractibility, 
perseveration) 
6. Impulsivity 
7. Disorders of memory and thinking 
8. Specific academic problems in reading, writing, 
spelling, and/or arithmetic 
9. Disorders of speech and hearing (language 
problems) 
10. Equivocal neurological signs (for example, 
abnormal brainwave patterns that are difficult 
to explain or interpret 
11. Behavioral disparity 
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Mercer (1979) identified six sub-groups within the 
domain of problems confronted by all learning disabled 
children, the six sub-groups are listed below: 
1. Academic learning difficulties 
2. Language disorders 
3. Motor disorders 
4. Social-emotional problems 
5. Perceptual disorders 
6. Memory problems 
According to Gearheart (1973) there are three 
universal characteristics of learning disabled children. 
The three characteristics are: 1) average intelligence 
or above, 2) adequate sensory acuity, and 3) 
underachievement in one or more academic areas. He also 
articulated that children who possess the three 
characteristics cited above also display one or more of 
the following characteristics: 
1. Hyperactivity 
2. Hypoactivity 
3. Lack of motivation 
4. Inattention 
5. Overattention 
6. Perceptual disorders 
7. Lack of coordination 
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8. Perserveration 
9. Memory disorders 
Because learning disabilities are supposed to be the 
result of brain dysfunction, the majority of the people 
who have tried to categorize the characteristics 
associated with learning disabilities have recorded the 
characteristics of individuals with brain dysfunction. 
Clements (1966) listed sixteen characteristics that are 
associated with learning disabilities: 
1. Disorders of speech and communication 
2. Academic problems 
3. Disorders of thinking process 
4. Impairments on concept formation 
5. Test performance that is uneven and 
unpredictable 
6. Impairments of perception 
7. Specific neurological indicators 
8. Disorders of motor function 
9. Various physical characteristics: drooling, 
enuresis, slow toilet training, etc. 
10. Emotional characteristics: impulsiveness, 
maladjustment, explosiveness, low tolerance for 
frustration, etc. 
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11. Sleep characteristics; irregular sleep patterns 
abnormally light or deep sleep, body or head 
rocking, etc. 
12. Irregular relationship capacities 
13. Variations in physical development 
14. Irregularities in social behavior 
15. Variations and irregularities in personality 
16. Disorders of attention and concentration 
Although various researchers have identified 
different characteristics associated with learning 
disabilities, Bryan (1974) suggested that these 
characteristics have received little empirical support. 
The author cited the following as negative attributes 
that have been mentioned as a problem in the learning 
disabled : 
1. hyperactivity 
2. perceptual motor impairments 
3. emotional lability 
4. general coordination deficits 
5. disorders of attention (short attention span, 
distractibility, perseveration) 
6. impulsivity 
7. disorders of memory and thinking 
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8. specific learning disabilities (reading, 
writing, spelling, arithmetic) 
9. disorders of speech and hearing 
10. equivocal neurological signs 
11. electroencephalographic irregularities 
The Identification of the Learning Disabled Child 
Tuker, Stevens and Ysseldyke (1983) surveyed 91 
professionals in the field of learning disabilities in 
1975 and 250 learning disabilities professionals in 1981 
using the same survey. One of the questions on the 
survey asked the professionals "how old do you feel a 
child must be before such a learning disability can be 
positively identified with assurance that the symptoms 
observed are not simply a reflection of developmental lag 
or other confounding developmental conditions?" The data 
from the 1975 survey indicated that the majority of the 
subjects believed that learning disabilities could 
generally be identified with assurance before age five. 
However, the data from the 1981 survey revealed that 
approximately half of the subjects believed that 
identification of a learning disability could begin with 
ages six years or older, while half of the subjects 
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indicated that a learning disability could be identified 
before the age of typical entrance to school. 
According to Alley, Deshler and Mallard (1979) a 
major concern within the learning disability field since 
its beginning is the decision-making practices for the 
purposes of identifying and evaluating the learning 
disabled student. The multidisciplinary team is a 
decision-making mechanism which is frequently discussed 
in the literature and specifically mandated under Public 
Law 94-142 to evaluate those students who are thought to 
have a learning disability. Golin and Ducanis (1981) 
agree with Alley, Deshler and Mellard in that the 
multidisciplinary team is a method used to achieve 
nondiscriminatory assessment. The study conducted by 
Alley, Deshler and Mellard (1979) was designed to examine 
the need for a multidisciplinary team approach in the 
identification and evaluation of learning disabled 
students. The author surveyed 420 professionals and 30 
parents to determine their judgements about identifying 
characteristics of learning disabled populations. In 
their conclusion, the authors stated: 
"The complexity of the condition of LD demands 
a multidisciplinary perspective for the purpose 
of identifying disabilities. While the LD 
teacher can contribute important information to 
identification decisions, our study suggest 
that other professionals can also make 
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significant contributions to the identification 
process (p. 103). 
The learning disabilities research literature 
presents a divergent picture of the nature and 
characteristic of learning disabilities and reflects a 
lack of agreement regarding standard identification 
criteria. As expressed by Wissink, Kass and Ferrell 
(1975), the identification of children with learning 
disability is a complex problem because these children 
sometimes display behavior which may be identified with 
other handicapping conditions such as emotional 
disturbance, hearing deficits, mental retardation, and 
because learning disability may be composed of different 
factors which exist in varied combinations. 
Kavale and Nye (1981) surveyed 306 research studies 
in learning disabilities to determine the nature and 
characteristics of the learning disabilities 
identification criteria used. The results indicated that 
the studies utilized six major identification criteria. 
The most important identification criterion was an 
exclusionary clause. The exclusion component is used to 
eliminate specific groups from consideration as learning 
disabled such as children with sensory handicaps, visual 
impairments, auditory impairments, behavioral 
difficulties and children who are physically handicapped. 
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The discrepancy criterion involving academic retardation 
was slightly less prominent than the exclusion component. 
However, these results suggest increasing emphasis on a 
discrepancy component as a primary identifying 
characteristic of learning disabilities as compared to 
earlier findings. Children were identified on the basis 
of a process disturbance based on 56% of the research 
studies surveyed. Perceptual problems were the most 
commonly listed process disturbance mentioned. Among the 
remaining processes, attention was the next most commonly 
listed process disturbance followed by memory and 
psycholinguistic processes. The process component was 
given less emphasis as a criteria used for the 
identification of learning disabilities when compared to 
earlier findings. There was also decreased emphasis on 
using the neurological criteria for identifying learning 
disabled children. The study revealed that the 
intelligence level also appeared to show decreased 
emphasis followed by behavior as the criterion least 
often specified as an identification factor. 
Olson and Mealor (1981) conducted a study to 
determine how researchers identified their learning 
disabled samples. The results of the study indicated 
that the researchers most often selected the academic and 
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intelligence components and the demographic 
characteristics of age and sex to identify their 
populations. The study also revealed that less than half 
of the researchers used the process or exclusion 
components. 
A study was conducted by Epps, Ysseldyke and McGue 
(1984) to examine the factors that judges use to identify 
learning disabled students. The results of their study 
showed significant differences between special education 
teachers, school psychologists and university students in 
programs unrelated to education or psychology on the 
rated importance of intellectual measures, measures of 
academic achievement, perceptual-motor tests, adaptive 
behavior, personality test data and behavioral recording. 
Both school psychologists and special education teachers 
rated academic achievement, intellectual factors and 
discrepancies between expected and actual achievement 
very highly. However, student's sex and personality were 
rated of low importance. 
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorder 
The American Psychiatric Association, in an effort 
to establish a standard criteria to be used as guides for 
making diagnostic decisions regarding mental disorders, 
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developed the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders CDSMI, II, III). In 1952, the first edition of 
the American Psychiatric Association's Diagnostic and 
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-I) appeared. 
This was the first official manual of mental disorders 
which contained a glossary of descriptions for the 
diagnostic categories. A decision was made in the 
development of the second edition (DSM-II), to base the 
classification on the mental disorders section of the 
eighth revision of the International Classification of 
Diseases. The World Health Organization along with 
consultation from the American Psychiatric Association 
developed the manual International Classification of 
Diseases (ICD-9). However, there was some concern that 
the ICD-9 classification and glossary would not be 
suitable for use in the United States. This concern 
prompted the development of the DSM-III 
(American Psychiatric Association, 1980). 
An initial draft of the DSM-III classification was 
presented in May 1975 at a special session of the Annual 
meeting of the American Psychiatric Association. As a 
result of this conference, discussions led to the 
addition of diagnostic categories, deletion of some and a 
decision to proceed with the development of the 
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multiaxial system. The final draft of DSM-III was 
formally approved in May 1979 at the annual meeting of 
the American Psychiatric Association by the Assembly and 
the Council on Research and Development, It was approved 
by the Reference Committee and the Board of Trustees in 
June, 1979 (American Psychiatric Association, 1980). 
The Placement of Learning Disabled Children Into 
Instructional Classes 
Weller (1980) presented a consolidated criteria 
model which can be used to identify 1) discrepancy 
between ability and performance, 2) severity of the 
learning disability and 3) programming and placement 
options. The author stressed that before applying the 
criteria for discrepancy and severity, the specific 
characteristics exhibited by a given individual must 
first be identified. Academic and socialization skills 
are evaluated according to seven considerations: 1) the 
problem's effect on other abilities, 2) academic and 
socialization problem correspondence, 3) alteration of 
future life needs, 4) remediation versus compensation, 5) 
effect on social skills with peers and adults, 6) 
strengths and weaknesses, and 7) avoidance of problem 
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areas. These seven criteria are applied to a mild, 
moderate, and severe learning disability grouping. 
Johnson (1980) sought to determine in her study the 
factors that influence placement recommendations among 
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psychological reports on special educational referral 
cases. The psychological reports presented different 
combinations of IQ-level, emotional-social problems, and 
IQ-achievement discrepancies which were hypothesized to 
yield LD, EMR and ED placement recommendations. The 
results showed that when one of the above characteristics 
was present at a greater level of severity than the 
others, predictable placement recommendations were made. 
However, when more complex combinations were present, no 
general decision-rules could be found to explain the 
recommendations. 
Hannaford, Simon and Ellis (1975) found in their 
study that special education administrators, regular and 
special class teachers, and school diagnosticians used 
the following criteria to make placement decisions: 1) 
Wechsler and Binet IQS, 2) Chronological age, 3) WHAT 
scores, and 4) teacher referrals. However, behavioral 
observations were not important determiners. 
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Matuszek and Oakland (1979) found out in their study 
that both special education teachers and psychologists 
considered IQ, test achievement, class achievement and 
home-related anxiety important in making recommendations. 
However, IQ and test achievement were weighted more 
heavily by psychologists than by teachers. Adaptive 
behavior and self-concept are important only to teachers. 
Both psychologists and special education teachers were 
not influenced by children's ethnicity, home values, 
language, class-room manageability, school-related 
anxiety and interpersonal relationships. 
In a study conducted by Kavale and Andreassen 
(1984), psychologists and special education teachers were 
asked to rate the value of cues considered in judgments 
about the learning disabled. The cues included academic 
achievement, behavior disorder, intellectual functioning, 
neurological indicators and socioeconomic status. Both 
psychologists and special education teachers rated 
academic achievement as the most important cue. The 
second most important cue was the presence of behavior 
disorders. Psychologists rated intellectual functioning 
as the third most important cue while special education 
teachers rated neurological indicators as the third most 
important cue. Special education teachers rated 
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intellectual functioning as the fourth most important cue 
while psychologists rated neurological indicators as the 
fourth most important cue. Interestingly, both 
psychologists and special education teachers denoted 
socioeconomic status as being the least important cue 
which positioned in fifth place. In addition, the judges 
(school psychologists and special education teachers) 
were asked to rate the severity and make a placement 
recommendation for hypothetical case histories. The 
results indicated that the judges were similar in their 
ratings of severity level and recommended educational 
placement. 
Students labeled as learning disabled are looked 
upon by some individuals administering state education 
agencies and school systems as exhibiting universally 
mild scholastic problems that can be handled by brief 
visits to the resource room while the remainder of the 
school time is spent in the regular classroom without any 
arrangements for support (Larsen, 1978). Myers and 
Hammill (1982) expressed that learning disabled children, 
for the most part, receive their special instruction in 
either the regular class, the resource room, or the 
special class. The majority of children who experience 
difficulty in school, including children with mild 
40 
learning disabilities, are served in the regular 
classroom. However, some of these children possess 
specific problems that cannot be ameliorated by the 
regular teacher due to lack of experience or training. 
The resource room is the most common educational 
program for providing services to learning disabled 
children in the nation (Gearheart, 1977). The learning 
disabled child attends the resource room on a regularly 
scheduled basis for specific skill training and may come 
from either the regular, or special classroom (Myers & 
Hammill, 1982). Many moderate to severe learning 
disabled students are presently not being served in a 
manner that will meet their unique learning needs. These 
students will require an educational arrangement on a 
full day basis that is designed to address their needs 
until improvements are made in their skills and abilities 
where successful matriculation into the regular classroom 
is possible (Larsen, 1978). One such educational 
arrangement is that of the special class, or 
self-contained class. Children attend these classes on a 
a full day basis. The special class teacher is 
responsible for the fewer number of children (Myers & 
Hammill, 1982). However, the self-contained class is one 
of the least common methods of providing service to 
learning disabled children 
other educational programs 
the desired results. 
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and should only be used when 
are inappropriate to achieve 
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CHAPTER III - METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
This chapter is a review of the methods and 
procedures used in this study. Chapter III contains the 
following sections: purposes of the study, statement of 
the null hypotheses, selection of the sample, treatment, 
research design, instrumentation, data preparation and 
statistical treatment of data. 
Purposes of the Study 
The purposes of the study were to examine the 
student characteristics that contribute to the placement 
of children in the learning disabilities category and to 
contribute to the development of a manual that can be 
used as a criterion for learning disabilities placement. 
Some of the major questions to be addressed are: 
1. Is the proportion of correct recommended 
placement for each hypothetical case history the 
same for subjects in both the experimental and 
control groups? 
2. Do the adjusted mean ratings of severity for 
each hypothetical case history rated by subjects 
in the experimental and control groups, using 
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age, sex, years of teaching experience and 
discipline as covariates, differ significantly? 
3. Do the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history obtained on each subgroup of subjects 
within the experimental group, and using age, 
sex, years of teaching experience and discipline 
as covariates, differ significantly? 
4. Do the adjusted mean ratings of importance of 
the five selected student characteristics for 
each hypothetical case history assigned by the 
various subgroups of subjects within the 
experimental group, using age, sex, years of 
teaching experience and discipline as 
covariates, differ significantly? 
5. Do the adjusted mean ratings of importance of 
the five selected student characteristics for 
each hypothetical case history assigned by the 
subjects in the experimental and control groups, 
using age, sex, years of teaching experience and 
discipline as covariates, differ significantly? 
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Statement of the Hypotheses 
The following null hypotheses were tested to achieve 
the purposes of this study: 
1. There is no significant difference in the 
proportion of correct recommended placement for 
each hypothetical case history between subjects 
in the experimental and control groups. 
2. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of severity of learning 
disability for each hypothetical case history 
rated by subjects in the experimental and 
control groups when controlling for age, sex, 
years of teaching experience and discipline. 
3. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of severity of learning 
disability for each hypothetical case history 
obtained on each subgroup of subjects within the 
experimental group when controlling for age, 
sex, years of teaching experience and 
discipline. 
4. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of importance of the five 
selected student characteristics for each 
hypothetical case history assigned by the 
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various subgroups when controlling for age, sex, 
years of teaching experience, and discipline. 
5. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of importance of the five 
selected student characteristics for each 
hypothetical case history assigned by subjects 
in the experimental and control groups when 
controlling for age, sex, years of teaching 
experience, and discipline. 
Selection of the Sample 
During the Spring semester of 1986, professors who 
taught graduate courses in School Psychology, Counseling 
Psychology, Learning Disabilities and Emotional 
Disabilities were contacted to assist in the acquisition 
of students to participate in the study. The research 
proposal was explained to each professor. The sample for 
this study consisted of 31 graduate students. 
Specifically, 16 graduate students enrolled in the 
graduate degree program in School Psychology or 
Counseling Psychology and 15 graduate students 
specializing or seeking certification in Learning 
Disabilities or Emotional Disabilities participated. 
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Random assignment of individuals from both groups 
was used to determine the experimental and control 
groups. The random assignment procedure is outlined 
below: 
1. The 31 volunteers are listed by name. 
2. Each subject assigned a number ranging from 1 to 
31 . 
3. Subjects who were enrolled in the Learning 
Disabilities or Emotional Disabilities Program 
were assigned the numbers 1 to 15. 
4. Subjects who were enrolled in the School 
Psychology or Counseling Psychology Program were 
assigned the numbers 16 to 31. 
5. The numbers 1 to 15 were drawn from a table of 
random numbers. 
6. The subjects were alternately assigned to one of 
two groups as their numbers appeared in the 
table of random numbers. 
7. The numbers 16 to 31 were drawn from a table of 
random numbers. 
8. The subjects were alternately assigned to one of 
two groups as their numbers appeared in the 
table of random numbers. 
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9. The treatment (experimental or control) was 
randomly assigned to the two groups by tossing a 
coin. There were 16 volunteers in the 
experimental group and 15 volunteers in the 
control group. 
Treatment 
The control group consisted of 9 psychology students 
in training and 6 special education students in training. 
Before the actual day of data collection, each of the 
subjects in the control group provided the investigator 
with a copy of his or her schedule for the week of the 
proposed experiment. According to each subject's 
schedule, students were assigned individual time 
appointments with the investigator. Each subject 
examined five hypothetical case histories of learning 
disabled children and filled out the instrument. A 
description of the instrument can be found in Appendix A. 
The subjects in the control group were given 1 hour to 
complete the instrument. 
The experimental group consisted of 7 psychology 
students and 9 special education students. An 
appropriate time was scheduled to collect the data from 
subjects in the experimental group after taking into 
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account their individual schedules. Additionally, 
subjects in the experimental group were subdivided into 
four groups, each consisting of four members in order to 
determine if differences existed. The four groups were 
used as independent variables only for hypothesis 4 and 
5. The experimental group examined five hypothetical 
case histories of learning disabled children and held a 
discussion period before individually responding to the 
instrument. A total time of 1 hour was also alloted for 
completion of the instrument by subjects in the 
experimental group. 
Research Design 
The research proposal was submitted to the Human 
Research Committee for approval on February 4, 1986. On 
February 12, 1986, permission was granted to proceed with 
the study. In this study, the major independent variable 
was an examination of hypothetical case histories of 
learning disabled children with group discussion versus 
an examination of hypothetical case histories without 
group discussion. There were four other independent 
variables serving as covariates in this study: subject's 
sex, age, years of teaching experience and discipline. 
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The major independent variable was manipulated by the 
investigator in this research design. 
Three dependent variables were employed in the 
present study. The first variable was ratings of 
severity of learning disability for each hypothetical 
case history. Each subject was asked to rate the degree 
of severity of learning disability for each case history 
on a continuous scale ranging from no disability to 
severe disability. A value of 1 was assigned to the 
category no disability and values ranged up to 9 for 
severe disability. 
The second dependent variable was the correct 
recommended placement for each hypothetical case history. 
The correct recommended placement was established for 
each hypothetical case history by the investigator. Each 
subject was asked to recommend a placement for each 
hypothetical case history. The case history could either 
be placed in a nonspecial class or special class. The 
non-special class placement recommendation included the 
regular classroom and the regular class plus 
consultation. The special class placement recommendation 
included the resource room, part-time special class and 
the full-time special class. A value of 0 was assigned 
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to an incorrect placement and a value of 1 was assigned 
to a correct placement. 
The third dependent variable was the ratings of 
importance for each potential diagnostic characteristic. 
The fourteen characteristics identified in this study 
were: 1) classroom achievement, 2) behavior, 3) 
intellectual functioning, 4) socioeconomic status, 5) 
child's gender, 6) perceptual motor skills, 7) 
achievement test scores, 8) ethnicity, 9) concerns of the 
teacher(s), 10) concern of the parents or guardians, 11) 
reports of other students, 12) personality inventory 
scores, 13) school attitude survey reports and 14) 
classroom grades. A description of each characteristic 
was contained in each case history. A continuous scale 
ranging from not important to extremely important was 
used to rate the importance of each characteristic. A 
value of 1 was assigned to the category not important and 
values ranged up to 9 for extremely important. For the 
purposes of this study, the following five student 
characteristics were used in the data analysis: 
classroom achievement (current), intellectual 
functioning, perceptual motor skills, achievement test 
scores, and classroom grades (previous year and present 
year). These five student characteristics were selected 
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because they were identified in several studies by Kavale 
and Nye (1981), Olson and Mealor (1981), and Epps, 
Ysseldyke, and McGue (1984) as being important 
characteristics for the identification of learning 
disabilities. The remaining student characteristics were 
used as distractors in the hypothetical case histories. 
This design required that 31 subjects be randomly 
assigned to either the experimental group or the control 
group. Although random assignment does not assure that 
the sample is representative of the accessible 
population, it does provide for reasonable comparability 
among the subjects who receive the different experimental 
treatments. Some degree of difference may be expected to 
occur between groups when random assignment is employed 
(Borg & Gall, 1979). 
Instrumentation 
An instrument was designed specifically by the 
researcher to achieve the purposes of this study. The 
instrument consisted of two parts. Part I of the 
instrument included items which required the subject's 
responses to be recorded on Likert-type scales. The 
information provided in this section was used to test 
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hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. A description of the 
Likert-type scale is provided by Kerlinger (1973): 
"a set of attitude items, all of which are 
considered of approximately equal "attitude 
value," and to each of which subjects respond 
with degrees of agreement or disagreement 
(intensity). The scores of the items of such a 
scale are summed, or summed and averaged, to 
yield an individuals attitude score. As in all 
attitude scales, the purpose of the summated 
rating scale is to place an individuals 
somewhere on an agreement continuum of the 
attitude in question" (p. 496). 
Part II of the instrument was designed to elicit 
responses from the subjects regarding demographic 
variables. Specifically, items which requested the 
subject's gender, age, years of teaching experience and 
discipline were also used to test hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 
5. 
Five hypothetical case histories of learning 
disabled children were also developed by the investigator 
to help achieve the purpose of this study. The fourteen 
characteristics used in the case histories resulted from 
a review of the pertinent literature within the field of 
learning disabilities. A description was assigned to 
each of the fourteen characteristics. Both the 
instrument and the case histories were given to a review 
panel to read for clarity and naturalism. Changes were 
made to those items that did not read smoothly and those 
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that sounded artificial. The review panel consisted of 
one Professor in the School Psychology Department, one 
in the Counseling Psychology Department and one 
Professor in the Elementary Education (Learning 
Disabilities and Emotional Disabilities) Department at 
Iowa State University. 
Data Preparation 
Once the data were collected, it was keypunched at 
the Key Entry and Unit Record (Computer Center) at Iowa 
State University. 
Assumptions of the Statistical Tests Used in This Study 
The various tests associated with analysis of 
variance are based on the following set of assumptions: 
1. The observations are random and independent 
samples from the population. 
2. Measurement of the continuous dependent 
variables are on at least an interval scale. 
3. The continuous dependent variables are normally 
distributed in the population. 
4. The variances in the subpopulations of the 
continuous variables are equal. 
5. The relationships among the continuous variables 
and the covariates are linear. 
Statistical Treatment of the Data 
The data in this study were analyzed by employing 
the Statistical package for Social Science (Nie et al., 
1983) • Initially, the hypotheses were analyzed by the 
t-test and the analysis of covariance procedure. 
However, the examination of the frequencies indicated 
that in some cases the data were skewed and therefore the 
assumption of normality associated with parametric tests 
was violated. As a result, hypotheses 2, 3, 4, and 5 
were also analyzed by a nonparametric test because there 
is no underlying assumption of normality associated with 
nonparametric tests. To determine when to use the 
results of the parametric test or nonparametric test a 
third test was employed. The results from this test 
(Goodness of Fit) indicated when the data were skewed or 
normal. The data analysis consisted of frequency counts, 
percentages, t-test, analysis of covariance, Mann-Whitney 
U Test, Kruskal-Wallis Test, and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 
Goodness of Fit Test. 
The purpose of the t-test is to determine whether 
two means differ significantly from each other in the 
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population of interest. It is also used to determine 
whether a single mean, proportion or correlation 
coefficient differs significantly from a specified 
population value" (Borg & Gall, 1979). Analysis of 
covariance is a statistical method used to reduce error 
variance and adjust the means on the dependent variable. 
According to Howell (1982), the analysis of covariance is 
an extremely useful tool in the analysis of experimental 
data. 
The Mann-Whitney U Test is used for two independent 
samples which compares two groups of cases on one 
variable. This test also tests whether the two groups 
are drawn from the same population. The Kruskal-Wallis 
Test is used to tests for multiple independent samples 
which compares multiple groups of cases on one variable. 
The Kolmogrov-Smirnov Test is a goodness-of-fit test. It 
tests whether the observations could have come from a 
particular distribution (Nie et al., 1983). 
Specifically, the t-test was used to test the 
following null hypothesis: 
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant 
difference in the proportion of correct recommended 
placement for each hypothetical case history between 
subjects in the experimental and control groups. 
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Null Hypothesis 2 was tested using the analysis of 
covariance statistical procedure and the Mann-Whitney U 
Test. 
Null Hypothesis 2: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of severity 
of learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history rated by subjects in the experimental and 
control groups when controlling for age, sex, years 
of teaching experience and disciplie. 
Null Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested using the 
analysis of covariance procedure and the Kruskal-Wallis 
Test. 
Null Hypothesis 3: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of severity 
of learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history obtained on each subgroup of subjects within 
the experimental group when controlling for age, 
sex, years of teaching experience and discipline. 
Null Hypothesis 4: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of 
importance of the five selected student 
characteristics for each hypothetical case history 
assigned by the various subgroups of subjects within 
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the experimental group when controlling for age, 
sex, years of teaching experience, and discipline. 
Null Hypothesis 5 was tested using the analysis of 
covariance procedure and the Mann-Whitney U Test. 
Null Hypothesis 5: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of 
importance of the five selected student 
characteristics for each hypothetical case history 
assigned by subjects in the experimental and control 
groups when controlling for age, sex, years of 
teaching experience, and discipline. 
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CHAPTER IV - RESEARCH FINDINGS AND ANALYSES 
Characteristics of the Sample 
The findings and statistical analyses are presented 
in this chapter. The data were analyzed by using the 
following statistical procedures; frequencies, t-test, 
analysis of covariance, Mann-Whitney U Wilcoxon Rank Sum 
W Test, Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance Test, 
and the Kolraogorov-Smirnov Goodness of Fit Test. 
The majority of the 31 students who participated in 
the study ranged between the ages of 23-29 (58%), 
twenty-six percent ranged between the ages of 3^-39, and 
sixteen percent ranged between the ages of 42-53. In 
terms of sex, twenty-two were females (71%) and eight 
were males (26%). One of the cases (3%) was not 
specified in terms of male or female. See Table 1. 
Twenty-two of the students (71%) had zero to four 
years of teaching experience in the public school system 
(K-12), four of the students (13%) had six to nine years 
of teaching experience while the remaining five students 
(16%) had twelve or more years of teaching experience in 
the public school system. In terms of discipline, twelve 
students (39%) were enrolled in the Counseling Psychology 
Program, ten students (32%) were enrolled in the Learning 
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Disabilities Program, four students (13%) were enrolled 
in the School Psychology Program, four students (13%) 
were enrolled in the Emotional Disabilities Program while 
one student (3%) indicated another degree program 
different from the ones specified above. The results can 
be seen in Table 1. 
Table 1. Selected Characteristics of Student Respondents 
CHARACTERISTIC NUMBER PERCENT 
EXP. CONTROL EXP. CONTROL 
AGE 
23-29 10 8 62.4 53.3 
34-39 3 5 18.8 33.3 
42-53 3 2 18.8 13.4 
TOTAL 16 15 100.0 100.0 
SEX 
Female 10 12 62.5 80.0 
Male 6 2 37.5 13.3 
Not specified 0 1 00.0 6.7 
TOTAL 31 15 100.0 100.0 
YEARS OF TEACHING 
EXPERIENCE 
0-4 12 10 75.0 66.7 
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Table 1. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
EXP. 
NUMBER 
CONTROL EXP. 
PERCENT 
CONTROL 
6-9 2 2 12.5 13.3 
12 and above 2 3 12.5 20.0 
TOTAL 16 15 100.0 100.0 
DISCIPLINE 
School 
Psychology 
0 U 00.0 26.7 
Counseling 
Psychology 
7 5 43.8 33.3 
Learning 
Disabilities 
6 4 37.5 26.7 
Emotional 
Disabilities 
3 1 18.7 6.7 
Other 0 1 00.0 6.6 
TOTAL 16 15 100.0 100.0 
Testing of Research Question 1 
Research Question 1 : Is the proportion of correct 
recommended placement for each hypothetical case history 
the same for subjects in both the experimental and 
control groups. 
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Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference in the 
proportion of correct recommended placement for each 
hypothetical case history between subjects in the 
experimental and control groups? 
The hypothesis (1) was not rejected at the .05 level 
of significance. There were no significant differences 
in the proportion of correct recommended placement for 
Case Histories A, B, C, D, and E. A summary of the 
results for hypothesis 1 can be seen in Table 2. 
Table 2. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 1: Correct 
Recommended Placement 
CASE PROPORTIONS T-TEST 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL T PROB. 
A .88 .80 .55 .59 
B .94 .87 .65 .52 
C 1.00 .87 1.52 .14 
D .25 .53 -1.64 .11 
E .56 .29 1.54 .14 
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Testing of Research Question 2 
Research Question 2: Do the adjusted mean ratings of 
severity of learning disability for each hypothetical 
case history rated by subjects in the experimental and 
control groups, using age, sex, years of teaching 
experience and discipline as covariates differ 
significantly? 
Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences in 
the adjusted mean ratings of severity of learning 
disability for each hypothetical case history rated by 
subjects in the experimental and control groups when 
controlling for age, sex, years of teaching experience, 
and discipline. 
Based on the results obtained from the analysis of 
covariance procedure, the hypothesis was rejected at the 
.05 level of significance. There were significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for Case History D rated by subjects 
in the experimental and control groups. The results can 
be seen in Table 3. 
The Mann-Whitney U Test results indicated that the 
hypothesis (2) was rejected at the .05 level of 
significance for Case Histories C and E. There were 
significant differences in the mean ratings of severity 
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of learning disability for Case Histories C and E rated 
by subjects in the experimental and control groups. See 
Table 3 for results of analysis. 
Table 3a. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 2: Severity 
of Disability 
CASE ADJUSTED MEANS AVERAGE RANKS ANOVA 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL EXP. CONTROL F PROB. 
A 1.92 1.94 1.93 1.93 0.001 .975 
B 2.77 4.01 2.64 4.14 1.297 .267 
C 1.28 2.08 1.22 2.14 2.243 .148 
D 5.13 2.65 4.78 3.00 9.611* .005 
E 2.01 3.35 1.72 3.64 1.486 .236 
*Probality less than .05. 
Table 3b. Summary of Results 
of Disability 
for Hypothesis 2: Severity 
CASE MANN-WHITNEY 
MEAN RANKS 
KOL. -SMIR. 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL U PROB. Z PROB. 
A 15.10 15.90 106.5 .793 1.278 .076 
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Table 3b. (Continued) 
CASE MANN. 
MEAN 
-WHITNEY 
RANKS 
KOL.-SMIR. 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL U PROB. Z PROB. 
B 12.53 18.47 .68 .057 1 .243 .091 
C 12.67 18.33 70 .0* .041 1 .944 .001 
D 18.10 12.90 73 .5 .101 0 .920 .365 
E 12.04 17.77 63 .5* .032 2 .161 .000 
*Significant at .05 level. 
Testing of Research Question 3 
Research Question 3 : Do the adjusted mean ratings of 
severity of learning disability for each hypothetical 
case history obtained on each subgroup of subjects within 
the experimental group, and using age, sex, years of 
teaching experience, and discipline as covariates, differ 
significantly? 
Hypothesis 3 : There are no significant differences in 
the adjusted mean ratings of severity of learning 
disability for each hypothetical case history obtained on 
each subgroup of subjects within the experimental group 
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when controlling for age, sex, years of teaching 
experience, and discipline. 
Based on the analysis of covariance procedure and 
the Kruskal-Wallis test, the hypothesis was not rejected 
at the .05 level of significance. There were no 
significant differences in the mean ratings of severity 
of learning disability for Case Histories A, B, C, D, and 
E rated by subgroups of subjects within the experimental 
group. Table 4 presents a summary of the results for 
hypothesis 3. 
Table 4a. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 3: Severity 
of Disability 
CASE ADJUSTED MEANS ANOVA 
GROUPS AVERAGE RANKS F PROB. 
1 2 3 4 
A 2.78 
2.75 
0.79 
1 .00 
1.72 
1.67 
2.10 
2.00 
4.006 .070 
B 0.10 
1.00 
6.75 
6.00 
3.62 
3.66 
1.37 
1 .00 
3.087 .111 
C 0.83 
1 .00 
1.45 
1.33 
1.00 
1.00 
1 .57 
1 .50 
0.450 .727 
D 6.29 
6.25 
2.19 
2.00 
4.01 
4.00 
5.83 
6.00 
3.714 .080 
E -0.13 
1 .00 
2.56 
2.00 
1.13 
1.00 
3.35 
2.75 
0.813 .532 
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Table 4b. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 3 : Severity 
of Disability 
CASE KRUSKAL-WALLIS H KOL.SMIR. Z 
GROUPS MEAN RANKS PROB. PROS. 
12 3 4 
A 1.238 3.50 7.17 8.75 9.158 
.027 
1.278 
.076 
B 5.50 12.50 8.67 9.404 9.404 
.024 
1.243 
.091 
C 6.50 10.00 6.50 8.63 3.417 
.332 
1.944 
.001 
D 11 .38 3.00 5.50 10.88 9.110 
.028 
0.920 
.365 
E 6.50 8.67 6.50 8.38 2.176 
.537 
2.161 
.000 
Testing of Research Question 4 
Research Question Four: Do the adjusted mean ratings of 
importance of the five selected student characteristics 
for each hypothetical case history assigned by the 
various subgroups of subjects within the experimental 
group, using age, sex, years of teaching experience, and 
discipline as covariates, differ significantly? 
Hypothesis 4: There are no significant differences in 
the adjusted mean ratings of importance of the five 
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selective student characteristics for each hypothetical 
case history assigned by the various subgroups of 
subjects within the experimental group when controlling 
for age, sex, years of teaching experience, and 
discipline. 
On the basis of the data obtained in Table 5, the 
hypothesis was not rejected at the .05 level of 
significance. There were no significant differences in 
the mean ratings of importance of the five selected 
student characteristics for Case Histories A, B, C, D, 
and E. 
Table 5a. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 4: Case 
Characteristics 
CHARACTERISTIC ADJUSTED MEANS ANOVA 
CASE AVERAGE RANKS 
GROUPS 12 3 4F PROB. 
CLASSROOM 
ACHIEVEMENT 
A 8.26 6.78 7.34 7.14 0.447 .726 
8.26 6.50 7.25 7.51 
B 5.79 8.17 8.47 8.81 1.858 .215 
6.50 7.75 8.50 8.50 
C 7.55 7.37 8.50 8.10 1.145 
CO o
c
 m
 
7.75 7.25 8.26 8.26 
D 7.45 7.98 8.54 8.78 1.299 .340 
8.25 7.75 8.25 8.50 
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Table 5a. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
ADJUSTED 
AVERAGE 
MEANS 
RANKS 
ANOVA 
GROUPS 1 2 3 4 F PROB. 
E 7.90 
8.50 
8.68 
8.25 
8.00 
7.75 
8.19 
8.25 
0.198 .895 
INTELLECTUAL 
FUNCTIONING 
A 8.59 
8.01 
7.17 
7.00 
8.12 
8.26 
7.64 1.426 .305 
B 8.44 
8.50 
7.65 
7.50 
8.80 
8.95 
8.35 
8.50 
2.831 .106 
C 8.85 
8.75 
7.97 
7.75 
8.79 
8.75 
7.63 
8.00 
4.693 .036 
D 9.56 
8.75 
6.58 
6.25 
8.42 
8.50 
7.20 
8.25 
3.886 .055 
E 7.83 
7.25 
7.57 
7.25 
7.66 
7.75 
6.18 
7.00 
0.571 .649 
PERCEPTUAL 
MOTOR SKILLS 
A 6.06 
6.50 
7.19 
7.25 
6.57 
6.50 
4.19 
3.75 
0.886 .488 
B 4.66 
4.75 
4.19 
3.75 
5.66 
5.75 
3.73 
4.00 
0.390 .764 
C 4.52 
5.25 
6.05 
5.75 
6.14 
6.00 
4.05 
3.75 
0.766 .544 
D 4.78 
4.50 
4.53 
3.75 
4.67 
5.25 
2.01 
2.50 
1.696 .245 
E 4.51 
4.51 
4.26 
3.75 
5.36 
5.51 
2.39 
2.75 
0.658 .600 
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Table 5a. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
ADJUSTED 
AVERAGE 
MEANS 
RANKS 
ANOVA 
GROUPS 1 2 3 4 F PROB. 
ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST SCORES 
A 7.42 
6.75 
5.82 
5.75 
8.26 
8.26 
7.02 
7.76 
1.595 .265 
B 7.30 
7.50 
7.92 
7.50 
8.39 
8.25 
7.63 
8.00 
0.877 .492 
C 8.21 
8.00 
7.48 
7.00 
8.74 
8.75 
7.58 
8.25 
0.694 .581 
D 7.70 
7.76 
5.58 
5.25 
8.36 
8.26 
7.87 
8.26 
2.087 .180 
E 8.39 
8.01 
7.57 
7.25 
8.79 
8.76 
6.77 
7.50 
1.314 .336 
CLASSROOM 
GRADES 
A 6.71 
6.75 
7.38 
7.26 
7.46 
7.26 
6.96 
7.26 
0.224 .877 
B 6.49 
7.00 
7.83 
7.50 
8.13 
8.00 
8.30 
8.25 
0.764 .545 
C 7.24 
7.25 
8.42 
8.25 
7.69 
7.50 
7.65 
8.00 
0.184 .905 
D 7.52 
8.00 
7.15 
6.75 
7.79 
7.50 
7.78 
8.00 
0.152 .925 
E 6.90 
7.50 
7.98 
7.50 
7.76 
7.50 
7.87 
8.01 
0.204 .891 
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Table 5b. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 4: Case 
Characteristics 
CHARACTERISTIC KRUSKAL-WALLIS H KOL.SMIR. Z 
CASE MEAN RANKS PROB. PROB. 
GROUPS 1 2 3 4 
A 11.25 5.75 8.63 8.38 2.820 1.142 
.420 .147 
B 6.13 7.25 10.63 10.00 2.780 1.4695 
.427 .027 
C 7.75 5.75 10.50 10.00 2.764 1.206 
.429 .109 
D 8.63 6.25 9.63 9.50 1.514 1.079 
.679 .194 
E 9.63 7.13 9.25 8.00 0.868 1.471 
.833 .026 
INTELLECTUAL 
FUNCTIONING 
A 8.00 6.38 10.00 9.63 1.807 1.913 
.614 .001 
B 9.50 3.75 11.25 9.50 6.800 1.584 
.079 .013 
C 10.88 5.63 10.88 6.63 4.838 1.621 
.184 .010 
D 10.00 5.00 9.63 9.38 3-859 1.548 
.277 .017 
E 7.38 8.63 9.13 8.88 0.337 1.184 
.953 .121 
PERCEPTUAL 
MOTOR SKILLS 
A 9.25 10.88 9.50 4.38 4.390 0.846 
.222 .471 
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Table 5b. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC KRUSKAL-WALLIS H KOL.SMIR. Z 
CASE MEAN RANKS PROB. PROB. 
GROUPS 1 2 3 4 
B 8.75 7.25 11.00 7.00 1.830 0.566 
.609 .906 
C 8.88 10.13 10.13 4.88 3.345 0.647 
.342 .796 
D 9.13 7.88 10.50 6.50 1.654 1.112 
.647 .169 
E 9.50 7.88 10.75 5.88 2.562 1.039 
.464 .231 
ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST SCORES 
A 7.88 4.88 11.63 9.63 4.634 1.107 
. 201  . 172  
B 7.25 7.13 10.50 9.13 1.518 1.096 
.678 .181 
C 8.00 7.13 10.50 8.38 1.331 1.379 
.722 .044 
D 8.63 4.00 10.88 10.50 5.669 1.201 
.129 .112 
E 8.75 8.38 11.38 5.50 3.540 1.268 
. 316  . 080  
CLASSROOM 
GRADES 
A 6.88 8.63 9.13 9.38 0.710 1.036 
.871 .234 
B 6.25 7.13 10.50 10.13 2.590 1.203 
.459 .111 
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Table 5b. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC KRUSKAL-WALLIS H KOL.SMIR. Z 
CASE MEAN RANKS PROB. PROB. 
GROUPS 1 2 3 4 
c 7.88 8.50 8.63 9.00 0.131 
.988 
1.445 
.031 
D 9.75 5.38 9.13 9.75 2.518 
.472 
0.998 
.272 
E 7.25 6.75 10.75 9.25 1.952 
.582 
1 .054 
.217 
Testing of Research Question 5 
Research Question 5. Do the adjusted mean ratings 
of importance of the selected student characteristics for 
each hypothetical case history assigned by subjects in 
the experimental and control groups, using age, sex, 
years of teaching experience and discipline as 
covariates, differ significantly? 
Hypothesis 5: There are no significant differences 
in the adjusted mean ratings of importance of the five 
selected student characteristics for each hypothetical 
case history assigned by subjects in the experimental and 
control groups when controlling for age, sex, years of 
teaching experience, and discipline. 
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The hypothesis was not rejected at the .05 level of 
significance. There were no significant differences in 
the mean ratings of importance of student characteristics 
Classroom Achievement, Intellectual Functioning, 
Perceptual-Motor Skills and Classroom Grades for Case 
Histories A, B, C, D, and E. No significant differences 
were found in the mean ratings of importance of student 
characteristic Achievement Test Scores for Case History 
E. See Table 6 for summary of results. 
However, the hypothesis was rejected at the .05 
level of significance for Case Histories A, B, C, and D. 
There were significant differences in the mean ratings of 
importance of student characteristic Achievement Test 
Scores. Table 6 presents a summary of the results from 
hypothesis 5. 
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Table 6a. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 5: Case 
Charactersitics 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
ADJUSTED MEANS 
AVERAGE RANKS 
ANOVA 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL F PROB. 
CLASSROOM 
ACHIEVEMENT 
A 7.45 
7.38 
6.70 
6.79 
0.917 .348 
B 7.81 
7.81 
7.21 
7.21 
0.599 .446 
C 7.86 
7.87 
6.72 
6.71 
2.335 .140 
D 8.16 
8.19 
6.90 
6.86 
3.545 .072 
E 8.34 
8.19 
7.33 
7.50 
1.973 .173 
INTELLECTUAL 
FUNCTIONING 
A 7.84 
7.87 
7.18 
7.14 
1.557 .224 
B 8.22 
8.31 
8.24 
8.14 
0.003 .955 
C 8.38 
8.31 
8.06 
8.14 
0.756 .393 
D 8.22 
7.93 
7.60 
7.93 
1 .109 .303 
E 7.54 
7.32 
7.39 
7.65 
0.069 .796 
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Table 6a. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
ADJUSTED MEANS 
AVERAGE RANKS 
ANOVA 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL F PROB. 
PERCEPTUAL 
MOTOR SKILLS 
A 5.56 
6.00 
5.44 
4.93 
0.016 .901 
B 4.35 
4.56 
5.60 
5.35 
2.130 .157 
C 5.04 
5.19 
4.67 
4.50 
0.193 .665 
D 3.77 
4.00 
5.06 
4.79 
2.260 .146 
E 3.76 
4.13 
5.13 
4.71 
1.975 .173 
ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST SCORES 
A 7.58 
7.12 
5.97 
6.50 
6.156* .021 
B 8.12 
7.82 
6.73 
7.07 
7.092* .014 
C 8.14 
8.00 
6.56 
6.71 
5.668* .026 
D 7.70 
7.38 
5.98 
6.36 
5.780* .024 
E 8.26 
7.88 
5.78 
6.21 
10.189 .004 
*SignifiGant at .05 level. 
76 
Table 6a. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
ADJUSTED MEANS 
AVERAGE RANKS 
ANOVA 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL F PROB. 
CLASSROOM 
GRADES 
A 7.28 
7.13 
6.40 
6.57 
2. 527 .125 
B 7.89 
7.68 
6.69 
6.93 
4. 020 .056 
C 7.97 
7.75 
7.24 
7.50 
1 . 167 .291 
D 7.77 
7.56 
7.19 
7.43 
1 . 088 .307 
E 7.83 
7.63 
7.55 
7.79 
0. 260 .615 
Table 6b. Summary of Results for Hypothesis 
Characteristics 
5: Case 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
MANN-
MEAN 
•WHITNEY 
RANKS 
U 
PROB. 
KOL .SMIR. Z 
PROB. 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL 
CLASSROOM 
ACHIEVEMENT 
A 16.84 15.10 106.5 1.142 
.586 .147 
77 
Table 6b. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
MANN' 
MEAN 
-WHITNEY 
RANKS 
U KOL.SMIR. Z 
PROB. PROB. 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL 
B 17.44 13.29 81.0 
.180 
1.469 
.027 
C 17.81 14.07 91.0 
.238 
1.206 
.109 
D 16.94 15.00 73.0 
.053 
1.079 
.194 
E 17.34 14.57 98.5 
.357 
1 .471 
.026 
INTELLECTUAL 
FUNCTIONING 
A 17.16 14.77 101 .5 
.428 
1 .913 
.001 
B 15.03 17.03 104.5 
.498 
1.584 
.013 
C 16.34 15.63 114.5 
.814 
1.621 
.010 
D 18.94 12.87 102.5 
.454 
1.548 
.017 
E 15.16 16.90 106.5 
.582 
1.184 
.121 
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Table 6b. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
MANN-
MEAN 
•WHITNEY 
RANKS 
U KOL 
PROB. 
.SMIR. Z 
PROB. 
GROUPS EXP. CONTROL 
PERCEPTUAL 
MOTOR SKILLS 
A 18.28 13.57 83.5 
. 144 
0.846 
.471 
B 14.38 17.73 94.0 
.300 
0.566 
.906 
C 16.91 15.03 105.5 
.563 
0.647 
.796 
D 17.09 14.83 92.5 
.269 
1.112 
.169 
E 15.16 16.90 88.0 
.199 
1.039 
.231 
ACHIEVEMENT 
TEST SCORES 
A 17.16 14.77 101.5 
.456 
1 .107 
. 172 
B 17.22 14.70 100.5 
.426 
1 .096 
.181 
C 19.09 12.70 70.5* 
.041 
1.379 
.044 
D 17.88 14.00 90.0 
.224 
1.201 
.112 
E 18.84 12.97 74.5 
.063 
1 .268 
.080 
*Significant at .05 level. 
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Table 5b. (Continued) 
CHARACTERISTIC 
CASE 
GROUPS EXP. 
MANN-WHITNEY U 
MEAN RANKS PROB. 
CONTROL 
KOL.SMIR. Z 
PROB. 
CLASSROOM 
GRADES 
A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
17.81 
18.03 
16.94 
16.63 
15.66 
14.07 91.0 1.036 
.238 .234 
13.83 87.5 1.203 
. 1 8 8  . 1 1 1  
15.00 105.0 1.445 
.535 .031 
1 5 . 3 3  1 1 0 . 0  0 . 9 9 8  
.684 .272 
16.37 114.5 1.054 
.821 .217 
CHAPTER V - SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
The objective of this chapter is to present the 
summary, conclusions, and recommendations resulting from 
this investigation. This discussion, based on data 
collected and analyzed during the course of the 
investigation is organized into the following components 
(a) restatement of the purposes of the study; (b) 
restatement of the null hypotheses; (c) review of the 
sample; (d) reiteration of the research methods; (e) 
presentation of the findings; (f) implications; (g) 
conclusions; and (h) recommendations for further study. 
Purposes of the Study 
The purposes of the study were to examine the 
factors that contribute to the placement of children in 
the learning disabilities category and to contribute to 
the development of a manual that can be used as a 
criterion for learning disabilities placement. The 
investigation sought to answer the following specific 
questions : 
1. Is the proportion of correct recommended 
placement for each hypothetical case history the 
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same for subjects in both the experimental and 
control groups? 
Do the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history rated by subjects in the experimental and 
control groups, using age, sex, years of teaching 
experience and discipline as covariates, differ 
significantly? 
Do the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case 
history obtained on each subgroup of subjects 
within the experimental group, and using age, 
sex, years of teaching experience, and discipline 
as covariates, differ significantly? 
Do the adjusted mean ratings of importance of the 
five selective student characteristics for each 
hypothetical case history assigned by the various 
subgroups of subjects within the experimental 
group, using age, sex, years of teaching 
experience and discipline as covariates, differ 
significantly? 
Do the adjusted mean ratings of importance of the 
five selected student characteristics for each 
hypothetical case history assigned by subjects in 
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the experimental and control groups, using age, 
sex, years of teaching experience and discipline 
as covariates, differ significantly? 
Null Hypotheses 
1. There is no significant difference in the 
proportion of correct recommended placement for each 
hypothetical case history between subjects in the 
experimental and control groups. 
2. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of severity of learning disability 
for each hypothetical case history rated by subjects in 
the experimental and control groups when controlling for 
age, sex, years of teaching experience and discipline. 
3. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of severity of learning disability 
for each hypothetical case history obtained on each 
subgroup of subjects within the experimental group when 
controlling for age, sex, years of teaching experience 
and discipline. 
4. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of importance of the five selective 
student characteristics for each hypothetical case 
history assigned by the various subgroups of subjects 
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within the experimental group when controlling for age, 
sex, years of teaching experience, and discipline. 
5. There are no significant differences in the 
adjusted mean ratings of importance of the five selected 
student characteristics for each hypothetical case 
history assigned by subjects in the experimental and 
control groups when controlling for age, sex, years of 
teaching experience, and discipline. 
Selection of the Sample 
Professors who taught graduate courses in School 
Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Learning Disabilities, 
and Emotional Disabilities were contacted during the 
spring semester of 1986 to assist in the acquisition of 
students to participate in the study. The sample in this 
study consisted of 31 graduate students. These graduate 
students were enrolled in the graduate degree program in 
School Psychology, Counseling Psychology, Learning 
Disabilities or Emotional Disabilities. 
Procedures and Methods 
The control group consisted of both psychology 
students in training and special education students in 
training. Before the actual day of data collection, each 
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of the subjects in the control group provided the 
investigator with a copy of his or her schedule for the 
week of the proposed experiment. According to each 
subject's schedule, students were assigned individual 
time appointments with the investigator. Each subject 
examined five hypothetical case histories of learning 
disabled children and filled out the instrument. The 
subjects in the control group were given 1 hour to 
complete the instrument. 
The experimental group, like the control group, 
consisted of psychology students and special education 
students. An appropriate time was scheduled to collect 
the data from subjects in the experimental group after 
taking into account their individual schedules. 
Additionally, subjects in the experimental group were 
subdivided into four groups, each consisting of four 
members. The experimental group examined five 
hypothetical case histories of learning disabled children 
and held a discussion period before individually 
responding to the instrument. A total time of 1 hour was 
also alloted for completion of the instrument by subjects 
in the experimental group. 
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Presentation of the Findings 
Null Hypothesis 1 
There are five sub-hypotheses listed under 
hypothesis 1. Therefore, five separate t-tests were used 
to analyze the data. According to the results obtained, 
there were no significant differences in the proportion 
of correct recommended placement for hypothetical Case 
Histories A, B, C, D, and E for subjects in the 
experimental and control groups. Different outcomes were 
not produced by subjects who participated in group 
discussion and subjects who made individual decisions. 
For Case History A, twenty-six (84%) of the subjects 
in both the experimental and control groups gave the 
correct recommended placement while five (16%) of the 
subjects gave incorrect placement recommendations. 
Twenty eight (90%) of the subjects gave the correct 
recommended placement for Case History B while three 
(10%) of the subjects gave incorrect recommended 
placements. Subjects in the experimental and control 
groups gave twenty-nine (94%) correct placements for Case 
History C and two (6%) of the subjects made incorrect 
placements. Twelve (39%) of the subjects made correct 
placements for Case History D while nineteen (61%) of the 
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subjects made incorrect placements. For Case History E, 
thirteen (42%) of the subjects gave correct recommended 
placements and seventeen (55%) of the subjects gave 
incorrect placements. Overall, subjects in the 
experimental group had high numbers of correct 
recommended placements for Case Histories A, B, C, D, and 
E. 
Null Hypothesis 2 
This hypothesis (2) was comprised of five 
sub-hypotheses. These hypotheses were analyzed by either 
the analysis of covariance procedure or the Mann-Whitney 
U Test. The analysis of covariance data showed that 
there were no significant differences in the adjusted 
mean ratings of severity of learning disability for Case 
Histories A and B for subjects in the experimental and 
control groups. The experimental and control group 
subjects were similar in how they rated the severity of 
learning disability for Case Histories A and B. 
Different outcomes were not produced by subjects who 
participated in group discussion and subjects who were 
involved in individual decision-making. Subjects in the 
experimental and control groups gave low ratings of 
severity of learning disability for Case Histories A and 
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B. However, the analysis of covariance data indicated 
that there were significant differences in the adjusted 
mean ratings of severity of learning disability for Case 
History D. The experimental and control group subjects 
gave different ratings of severity of learning disability 
for Case History D. The subjects in the experimental and 
control groups gave low ratings of severity of learning 
disability for Case History D. 
The results from the Mann-Whitney U Test showed that 
there were significant differences in the mean ratings of 
severity of learning disability for Case Histories C and 
E for subjects in the experimental and control groups. 
The mean rank for the control group subjects was higher 
than the mean rank for the experimental group. This 
indicate that subjects in the control group gave higher 
ratings of severity of learning disability for Case 
Histories C and E when compared to the ratings given by 
experimental group subjects. The difference between the 
experimental and control group may be due to the 
difference in the ratings of importance that was attached 
to the student characteristics. 
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Null Hypothesis 3 
Hypothesis 3 was composed of five sub-hypotheses. 
The analysis of covariance procedure or the 
Kruskal-Wallis Test was used for data analysis. The 
analysis of covariance procedure revealed that there were 
no significant differences in the adjusted mean ratings 
of severity of learning disability for Case Histories A, 
B, and D for subgroups of subjects within the 
experimental group. The four subgroups within the 
experimental group were similar in how they rated the 
severity of learning disability for Case Histories A, B, 
and D. Subjects involved in group discussion and 
subjects who made individual decisions did not produce 
different outcomes. Overall, the four subgroups in Case 
History A gave low ratings of severity of learning 
disability. Subgroup one, three and four also rated the 
severity of learning disability low while subgroup two 
gave a moderate rating of severity of learning disability 
for Case History B. However, subgroups one, three and 
four gave moderate ratings of severity of learning 
disability for Case History D while subgroup two gave a 
low rating of severity of learning disability. 
The results from the Kruskal-Wallis Test also showed 
that there were no significant differences in the mean 
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ratings of severity of learning disability for Case 
Histories C and E for subjects in the experimental and 
control groups. The four subgroups within the 
experimental group were similar in how they rated the 
severity of learning disability for Case Histories C and 
E. Different outcomes were not produced by the four 
subgroups of subjects in the experimental group. Based 
on the mean ranks for each of the four subgroups, 
subgroups two and four gave the highest ratings of 
severity of learning disability for Case History C. 
Subgroups one and two gave lower ratings of severity of 
learning disability for Case History C. Subgroups two 
and four gave higher ratings of severity of learning 
disability for Case History E while subgroups one and 
three gave slightly lower ratings of severity of learning 
disability for Case History E. 
Null Hypothesis 4 
This hypothesis (4) is composed of twenty-five 
sub-hypotheses. Each of the sub-hypothesis was tested 
using the analysis of covariance procedure or the 
Kruskal-Wallis Test. The four subgroups of subjects 
within the experimental group were similar in how they 
rated the importance of student characteristics Classroom 
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Achievement, Intellectual Functioning, Perceptual-motor 
Skills, Achievement Test Scores and Classroom Grades for 
Case Histories A, B, C, D, and E. The majority of the 
ratings of importance given by the subjects in the four 
subgroups ranged between important and extremely 
important indicating that the subjects were consistent in 
how they rated the importance of each of the student 
characteristics. 
Null Hypothesis 5 
There are twenty-five sub-hypotheses listed under 
this hypothesis. The analysis of covariance procedure or 
the Mann-Whitney U Test was used to analyze the data. 
Subjects in the experimental and control groups gave 
similar ratings of importance for student characteristics 
Classroom Achievement, Intellectual Functioning, 
Perceptual-motor skills and Classroom Grades for Case 
Histories A, B, C, D, and E. The subjects were also 
similar in how they rated the importance of student 
characteristic Achievement Test Scores for Case History 
E. The ratings of importance ranged between somewhat 
important to extremely important. However, the majority 
of the subjects in the experimental and control groups 
gave ratings of importance that ranged between important 
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and extremely important. The subjects were different in 
how they rated the importance of student characteristic 
Achievement Test Scores for Case Histories A, B, C, and 
D. Subjects in the control group consistently gave lower 
ratings of importance of student characteristic 
Achievement Test Scores for Case Histories A, B, C, and 
D. 
The following conclusions were reached concerning the 
five null hypotheses: 
Null Hypothesis 1: There is no significant 
difference in the proportion of correct recommended 
placement for each hypothetical case history between 
subjects in the experimental and control groups. Based 
on the analysis of data, the null hypothesis was not 
rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 2: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case history 
rated by subjects in the experimental and control groups 
when controlling for age, sex, years of teaching 
experience, and discipline. This hypothesis was rejected 
for Case Histories C, D, and E. However, the hypothesis 
was not rejected for Case Histories A, and B. 
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Null Hypothesis 3: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of severity of 
learning disability for each hypothetical case history 
obtained on each subgroup of subjects within the 
experimental group when controlling for age, sex, years 
of teaching experience and discipline. Based on the 
analysis of data, the null hypothesis was not rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 4: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of importance of 
the five selected student characteristics for each 
hypothetical case history assigned by the various 
subgroups of subjects within the experimental group when 
controlling for age, sex, years of teaching experience, 
and discipline. This hypothesis was not rejected. 
Null Hypothesis 5: There are no significant 
differences in the adjusted mean ratings of importance of 
the five selected student characteristics for each 
hypothetical case history assigned by subjects in the 
experimental and control groups when controlling for age, 
sex, years of teaching experience, and discipline. The 
hypothesis was rejected for student characteristic 
Achievement Test Scores for Case Histories A, B, C, and 
D. However, the hypothesis was not rejected for student 
characteristics Classroom Achievement, Intellectual 
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Functioning, Perceptual-motor Skills and Classroom Grades 
for hypothetical Case Histories A, B, C, D, and E. On 
the basis of the data obtained on Case History E, the 
hypothesis was not rejected for student characteristic 
Achievement Test Scores. 
Implications 
There were several implications brought forth in 
this study. The first one relates to classification 
errors made by judges. The misclassification of children 
who are said to be learning disabled may have a negative 
impact on the child's self image. Children who are 
placed in the wrong instuctional class may regress in 
their academic studies instead of making improvements. 
When children are placed in special education classes, 
they are given labels. Labeling a child can cause 
serious problems. For example, the child might develop a 
poor self-concept, decrease in motivation, and display 
more undesirable behavior. Due to the negative effects 
associated with the misclassification of children, it is 
important that the classification error rate among 
individuals who make diagnostic decisions about learning 
disabled children be reduced. 
The results from this study suggest that when judges 
agree on the importance of specific student 
characteristics, they tend to make similar diagnostic 
decisions. Once the judges are in agreement on how 
important the student characteristics are for a 
particular case, decisions made about the severity of the 
learning disability can be made which will ultimately 
lead to the best educational placement for that child. 
The findings from this study also indicated that 
similar diagnostic decisons were made by judges who 
participated in group discussion and those who 
participated in individual diagnostic decisions. When in 
agreement with the importance of each of the student 
characteristics contained in a Case History, judges will 
make similar diagnostic decisions regardless of how many 
are on the placement team. Due to budget cuts in the 
federal government, schools may find it necessary to 
reduce the number of participants on the placement team. 
Presently, there are no standard criteria that are 
used by judges to make diagnostic decisions about 
learning disabled children. Without a standard criteria, 
discrepancies will continue to exist in how decisions are 
made for and about children who are said to be learing 
disabled. It is important that a standard criteria such 
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as a diagnostic and classification manual be developed to 
help judges make diagnostic decisions about the learning 
disabled. 
Conclusion 
Several student characteristics used by judges to 
place children in the learning disabled category were 
examined in this study. These student characteristics 
were: Classroom Achievement, Intellectual Functioning, 
Perceptual-motor Skills, Achievemnt Test Scores, and 
Classroom Grades. The information collected as a result 
of the examination of these student characteristics may 
contribute to the development of a diagnostic and 
classification manual for the learning disabled. 
Golin and Ducanis (1981) stated that the findings 
resulting from a study conducted by Wagner (1977) suggest 
that team decision-making may lead to different outcomes 
when compared to decisions made by individual 
professionals. However, the results from this study 
indicate that overall, judges were similar in how they 
made diagnostic decisions about the learning disabled 
regardless if they participated in group discussion or 
made individual decisions. Judges were similar in how 
they rated the severity of learning disability and 
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recommended educational placement. These findings 
support the results from a study conducted by Kavale and 
Andreassen (1984) in which they found judges to be 
similar in their ratings of severity level and recommeded 
educational placement. 
The findings from this study further suggest that 
judges are similar in their ratings of importance of 
student characteristics. These findings are not in 
agreement with the results of a study conducted by Epps, 
Ysseldyke and McGue (1984). The authors found out in 
their study that significant differences existed between 
judges on the rated importance of intellectual measures, 
measures of academic achievement, perceptual-motor 
test, adaptive behavior, personality test data, and 
behavioral recording. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Based on the findings of this study, the following 
recommendations for further research are offered. These 
recommendations may provide more variability in how the 
judges respond to each of the following dependent 
variables: proportion of correct recommended placement 
for each case history, ratings of severity of learning 
disability for each case history, and ratings of 
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importance of student characteristics for each case 
history. 
1. It is recommended that a study of this nature be 
done on a national level using universities with graduate 
programs in counseling and school psychology, learning 
and emotional disabilities. 
2. This study should be replicated using only 
school psychology students and special education students 
as the sample. 
3. It is recommended that a larger sample be used 
in a study of this nature. 
4. This study should be replicated employing the 
use of videotapes of children along with hypothetical 
case histories. 
5. A study of this nature should be done using more 
student characteristics. 
6. This study should be replicated using 
professional school psychologists and special education 
teachers as the sample. 
7. This study should be replicated using more 
hypothetical case histories. 
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APPENDIX A: HYPOTHETICAL CASE HISTORIES 
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Please read the following information about the general 
background of the students contained in the case histories 
and their school. 
You are a staff member of a junior high school in a medium-sized 
school district. There are approximately 350 students in grades 
seven through nine and they are of various ethnic and socioeconomic 
background. The school's instructional program is traditional in 
structure. Now, assume that you are a member of a committee 
which makes placement recommendations for children referred to you 
by their teachers. The following children have been referred to 
your committee by competent teachers but they do not have any 
special education training. All of the children are 12 year old 
boys and girls in the seventh grade. Other information is 
presented in the following case histories. It is now March and 
your committee must make a placement recommendation for each 
child. The average WRAT Achievement for each child and the 
standard deviation (ff) for the seventh graders are listed below: 
Wide Range Achievement Test 
reading-7.0 o'=1.6 
spelling-6.7 c/=1.4 
math-6.4 J=1.0 
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Case A 
a. Classroom achievement: Don is not failing in any of his courses. 
b. Behavior: Don is constantly in motion, fails to pay attention 
to the task at hand and he lacks motivation. 
c. Intellectual functioning: The Wechsler Intelligent Scale for 
Children yielded the following scores: verbal IQ of 126, 
performance IQ of 107 and a full IQ of 119. 
d. Socioeconomic status: Middle 
e. Child's gender: Male 
f. Perceptual motor skills: The results of the Benton Test of 
Visual Retention revealed deficiency in the visual motor 
perception area. 
g. Achievement test scores: Don was administered the Wide Range 
Achievement Test. The following scores were obtained: 
reading 6.7, spelling 7.7 amd math 7.8. 
h. Ethnicity: Black American 
i. Concerns of the teacher(s): Don's teachers are concerned with 
his inattentiveness and constant motion. 
j. Concerns of the parents: Don's parents are concerned with his 
slow progress in reading. 
k. Reports of other students: The reports from other students 
indicated that Don is a nice guy but can sometimes be 
annoying. 
1. Personality inventory scores: The Thematic Apperception Test 
(TAT) showed Don as being outgoing and friendly. 
m. School attitude survey reports: The data from this survey 
indicated that Don enjoys school, especially 
being with his friends. 
n. Classroom grades: Listed below are Don's grades reported from 
the sixth grade and the first semester of the seventh grade. 
Sixth Grade Seventh Grade 
Reading A 
Spelling B 
English C 
Math B 
History B 
Science C 
C 
C 
D 
B 
B 
C 
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CASE B 
a. Classroom achievement: Presently, Mary has a poor performance 
level in all of her subjects. 
b. Behavior: Mary does not follow directions and appears to be 
inattentive. 
c. Intellectual functioning: The Wechsler Intelligent Scale for 
Children yielded the following scores: verbal IQ of 82, 
performance IQ of 78 and a full IQ of 79. 
d. Socioeconomic status: Middle 
e. Child;s gender: Female 
f. Perceptual motor skills: Mary's score on the Benton Test of 
Visual Retention did not indicate any errors normally 
associated with serious perceptual problems. The scores 
do represent a developmental delay in this area. 
g. Achievement test scores: The scores on the Wide Range Achievement 
Test (WRAT) indicated that Mary is functioning at the 5.4. 
4.8, and 6.3 grade levels in reading, spelling and math, 
respectively. 
h. Ethnicity: Black American 
i. Concerns of the teacher(s): Mary's reading teacher is concerned 
with her difficulties in auditory discrimination, visual 
memory and comprehension. 
j. Concern of the parents: The parents are concerned with Mary's 
poor performance in all of her subjects. 
k. Reports of other students: Mary is seen by her peers as being 
unfriendly and rude. 
1. Personality inventory scores: The results of the Thematic 
Apperception Test indicated that Mary lacks self-
confidence and is insecure. 
m. School attitude survey reports: Mary does not like school 
because she does not like to complete home room 
assignments. 
n. Classroom grades: Listed below are Mary's grades reported from 
the sixth grade and the first semester of the seventh 
grade : 
Sixth Grade 
Reading D 
Spelling D 
English D 
Math D 
History D 
Science D 
Seventh Grade 
D 
F 
F 
D 
F 
F 
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CASE C 
a. Classroom achievement: Bill is passing all of his subjects 
b. Behavior: In the classroom, Bill fails to pay atuention to his 
teachers and is easily distracted. He is always telling 
jokes and laughing at the other students because he 
likes the attention. 
c. Intellectual functioning: The Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children was used to define Bill's intelligence level. The 
results yielded the following scores: verbal IQ 124. 
performance IQ of 114 and a full scale score of 121. 
d. Sociaeconomic status: Middle 
e. Child's gender: Male 
f. Perceptual motor skills: Based on scores from the Benton Test 
of Visual Retention, Bill did not display those kind of 
errors normally associated with serious perceptual 
problems but they do represent a developmental delay in 
this area. 
g t.. Achievement test scores: The following scores were obtained 
for Bill using the Wide Range Achievement Test: reading 
7.7, spelling 7.9 and math 8.1. 
h. Ethnicity: White American 
i. Concerns of the teacher(s): Bill's teachers are concerned with 
his visual-motor skills (handwriting), distractibility, 
inattentiveness and his need for attention. 
j. Concern of the parents: The parents are not concerned with 
Bill's handwriting because he is not underachieving in 
any of his subjects. 
k. Reports of other students: The data indicated that Bill is seen 
as a leader among his peers. 
1. Personality scores: As measured by the Thematic Apperception 
Test, Bill appears to be outgoing and self-confident, 
m. School attitude survey reports: Bill likes school, likes 
his teachers and enjoy being with his friends, 
n. Classroom grades: Listed below are Bill's grades reported from 
the sixth grade and the first semester of the seventh 
grade : 
Sixth Grade Seventh Grade 
Reading B B 
Spelling B C 
English B D 
Math A F 
History B C 
Science B B 
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CASE D 
a. Classroom achievement: Susan is underachieving in some of her 
subj ects. 
b. Behavior: Susan's written work is poor and she has a short 
attention span. 
c. Intellectual functioning: The Nechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children showed Susan having a verbal IQ of 124, 
performance IQ of 117 and a full scale IQ of 123. 
d. Socioeconomic status: Lower 
e. Child's gender: Female 
f. Perceptual motor skills: There is no deficiency in visual motor 
perception as measured by the Benton Test of Visual 
Retention. 
g. Achievement test scores: Susan scored 7.2 for reading, 6.5 for 
spelling and 5.4 for math on the Wide Range Achievement 
Test. 
h. Ethnicity: Black American 
i. Concern of the teacher(s); The teachers are concerned with 
Susan's lack of motivation in completing classroom 
assignments. 
j. Concern of the parents: Susan's parents are concerned with her 
slow progress in some of her courses. 
k. Reports of other students: Students percieve Susan as being 
shy and friendly. 
1. Personality inventory scores: The Thematic Apperception Test 
revealed that Susan lacks self confidence and fears 
authority figures. 
m. School attitude survey reports: Susan enjoys coming to school 
because she like to be around her friends. However, 
she dislikes her teachers and principal. 
n. Classroom grades: Listed below are Susan's grades reported from 
the sixth grade and the first semester of the seventh 
grade : 
Sixth Grade Seventh Grade 
Reading B 
Spelling C 
English C 
Math D 
History C 
Science B 
B 
C 
C 
F 
F 
B 
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CASE E 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
S-
h. 
i. 
j • 
1; .  
1 .  
m. 
n. 
Classroom achievement: Sam is barely passing in some of his 
subjects and failing in others. 
Behavior: When Sam is not the first student to complete a task 
he becomes uncontrollable and provokes fights with the 
other students. His behavior is unpredictable (sometimes 
withdrawn and sometimes impulsive). 
Intellectual functioning: The Wechsler Intelligent Scale for 
Children yielded the following scores: verbal IQ of 77, 
performance IQ of 92 and a full scale IQ of 83. 
Socioeconomic status: Lower 
Child's gender: Male 
Perceptual motor skills: The Benton Test of Visual Retention 
showed no deficits in the visual-motor perception area. 
Achievement test scores: The Wide Range Achievement Test 
rendered the following scores: reading 7.2, spelling 
7.0 and math 6.7. 
Ethnicity: White American 
Concern of the teacher(s): Sam's teachers are concerned with 
his uncontrollable and fight provoking behavior. 
Concern of the parents: The parents are concerned with Sam's 
inability to get along with his siblings and his quick 
temper. 
Reports of other students: The data collected on Sam from other 
students indicate that he is feared by other students. 
Personality inventory scores: The Thematic Apperception Test 
showed Sam as being hostile, arrogant and self-centered. 
School attitude survey reports: Sam dislikes school and 
defies any authority figure. 
Classroom grades: Listed below are Sam's grades reported from 
the sixth grade and the first semester of the seventh 
grade : 
Sixth Grade Seventh Grade 
Reading B 
Spelling B 
D 
F 
English B 
Math B 
History C 
Science C 
F 
F 
D 
D 
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Respondent Number 
Introduction 
I would like to thank you for volunteering to participate in this 
study which serves as a vital part of my dissertation. The 
information you supply will be regarded as confidential information 
by the investiga tor The responses to this instrument will remain 
anonoymous and contribute to the understanding of how diagnostic 
decisions are made for the learning disabilities category by 
psychologists and special education teachers. 
The instrument consists of two parts: Part I consist of items 
requesting that you rate the importance of student characteristics 
related to learning disabilities, rate the severity of the learning 
disability for individual case histories and recommend placement 
for each hypothetical case history. Information about yourself 
is requested in Part II. A total time of 1 hour has been alloted 
for completion of this instrument. 
For the purpose of this study, use the following definition of 
learning disabilities, proposed by the National Advisory 
Committee on Handicapped Children and presently incorporated into 
Public Law 94-142 as a criteria for making diagnostic decisions: 
"The term "children with specific learning disabilities" 
means those children who have a disorder in one or more 
of the basic psychological processes involved in 
understanding or in using language, spoken or written, 
which may manifest itself in an imperfect ability to 
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do 
mathematical calculations. Such disorders include such 
conditions as perceptual handicaps, brain injury, 
minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental 
aphasia. The term does not include children who have 
learning problems which are primarily the results of 
visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental 
retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of 
environmental, cultural, or economic disadvantage". 
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Fart I Ratings of severity of learning disability 
Before responding to items 1. 2, and 3, feel free to discuss the 
cases with your peers in the room. However, do not use a group 
vote or consensus. Arrive at your own decision and give your best 
professional decision. 
1. Indicate the degree of severity of the learning disability for 
each case using the following scale. 
A response of 1. means that there is no learning disability. A 
response of 9 means that the learning disability is severe. The 
intermediate responses indicate varying degrees of severity. Pleas 
rate each case. 
Case 
A 
B 
C 
D 
No 
disability 
Severe 
disability 
1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 9  
' Your rating 
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Part I Ratings of severity of learning disability 
Before responding to items 1, 2, and 3, read each of the hypothetical 
case histories. 
1. Indicate the degree of severity of the learning disability for 
each case using the following scale. 
No Severe 
disability disability 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
A response of means that there is no learning disability. A 
response of 9 means the learning disability is severe. The 
intermediate responses indicate varying degrees of severity. 
' Your rating ' 
Case 
A 
B 
C 
D 
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2. Please indicate your recommended placement for each case 
history by placing a number or letter below the Non-special 
Class or Special Class category. A description of the 
classes available under each category has been provided below. 
The following special services are available in the school 
district: 
Non-special class 
A. Regular classroom- The child is placed full time in a regular 
classroom with no basic change in teaching procedures. 
B. Regular class plus consultation- The child is placed full 
time in a regular classroom but specialist are available for 
consultation with the teacher whenever needed. 
Special Class 
1. Resource room- The child is placed in a regular classroom for 
the majority of the day but attends the resource room for a 
specific amount of time each day where the child works with a 
specially trained teacher providing supplemental instruction. 
2. Part-time special class- The child is enrolled in a special 
education classroom for the majority of the day but also attends 
the regular classroom for certain subjects. 
3. Full-time special class- The child is placed in a self-contained 
special class on a full-time basis. 
Case Non-special class OR Special class 
(specify a letter) (specify a number) 
E 
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3. How important is each of the following characteristics in 
making diagnostic decisions for each case history? Please 
use the following scale to indicate how important you think 
each characteristic is for each case history. 
Not Extremely 
important important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
A response of I means the particular characteristic is not 
important. A response of 9 means the characteristic is 
extremely important. The intermediate responses indicate varying 
degrees of importance. Please rate each characteristic. 
^Your rating ' 
Case A 
a. Classroom achievement 
b. Behavior 
c. Intellectual functioning 
d. Socioeconomic status 
e. Child's gender 
f. Percpetual motor skills 
g. Achievement test scores 
h. Ethnicity 
i. Concern of the teacher(s) 
j. Concern of the parents or guardians 
k. Reports of other students 
1. Personality inventory scores 
m. School attitude survey reports 
n. Classroom grades 
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Not 
important 
Ï  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  
' Your rating ' 
Case B 
a. Classroom achievement 
b. Behavior 
c. Intellectual functioning 
d. Socioeconomic status 
e. Child's gender 
f. Perceptual motor skills 
g. Achivement test scores 
h. Ethnicity 
i. Concern of the teacher(s) 
j . Concern of the parents or guardians 
k. Reports of other students 
1. Personality inventory scores 
m. School attitude survey reports 
n. Classroom grades 
Case C 
a. Classroom achievement 
b. Child's gender 
c. Intellectual functioning 
d. Socioeconomic status 
Extremely 
important 
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Not Extremely 
important important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
' Your rating ' 
e. Child's gender 
f. Perceptual motor skills 
g. Achievement test scores 
h. Ethnicity ; 
i. Concern of the teacher(s) 
j . Concern of the parents or guardians 
k. Reports of other students 
1. Personality inventory scores 
m. School attitude survey reports 
n. Classroom grades 
Case D 
a. Classroom achievement 
b. Behavior 
c. Intellectual functioning 
d. Socioeconomic status 
e. Child's gender 
f. Perceptual motor skills 
g. Achievement test scores 
h. Ethnicity 
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Not Extremely 
important important 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
' Your rating ' 
i. Concern of the teacher(s) 
j . Concern of the parents or guardians 
k. Reports of other students 
1. Personality inventory scores 
m. School attitude survey reports 
n. Classroom grades 
Case E 
a. Classroom achievement 
b. Behavior 
c. Intellectual functioning 
d. Socioeconomic status 
e. Child's gender 
f. Perceptual motor skills 
g. Achievement test scores 
h. Ethnicity 
i. Concern of the teacher(s) 
j. Concern of the parents or guardians 
k. Reports of other students 
1. Personality inventory scores 
m. School attitude survey reports 
n. Classroom grades 
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Part II Demographic Data 
Please respond to each item by placing a check before your 
response or write in your answer. 
1. What was your age at your last birthday? 
2. Gender Male Female 
3. How many years of teaching experience do you have in the 
public school (K-12) system? 
4. Which degree program are you presently enrolled? 
School Psychology Counseling Psychology 
Learning Disabilities Emotional Disabilities 
Other (specify) 
5. Please indicate the approximate number of psychology courses 
taken. 
undergraduate graduate 
6. Please indicate the approximate number of special education 
courses taken. 
undergraduate graduate 
7. What year are you in your degree program? first 
second third fourth Other 
(specify) 
8. Have you ever participated on a placement team for the purpose 
of making diagnostic decisions about learning disabled children? 
yes no 
9. Harried (past or presently) yes no 
10. Do you have children? yes no 
Again, I would like to thank you for participating in this study. 
The researcher will collect the material from you before you leave 
the room. 
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Consent Form 
The purpose of this research is to examine and compare the 
student characteristics that influence the diagnostic decisions 
that are made and used by those psychologists and special 
education teachers in the experimental and control groups. There 
are no alternative procedures that might be advantageous for the 
subj ects. 
I am presently enrolled in the doctoral program in Professional 
Studies at Iowa State University. The data collected in this 
study will be used by me in writing my dissertation as a 
requirement for tho do. toral degree. 
The students in the control and experimental groups will be 
be required to examine hypothetical case histories, make diagnostic 
decisions for each and complete the instrument. 
There are no known physical or mental risks or hazards to your 
health associated with your participation in the research project. 
The information that you provide on the instrument will remain 
anonymous, kept in the strictest of confidence and will only 
be used by the investigator for the purposes of this study. To 
show appreciation for your participation in this study, you will 
be given a coupon to be used at any Burger King Location in Ames, 
Iowa. 
If you have any questions regarding the procedures to be used in 
this study, please feel free to ask. 
Given the above conditions, please sign below if you agree to 
participate in this study. 
I hereby certify that I am over seventeen years of age (17) and 
agree to participate in the research project "Student 
Characteristics Used to Place Children in the Learning Disabled 
Category". Your consent is needed to verify that you fully 
understand the scope and nature of the research project and 
you are participating knowing this information. 
Print Name 
Sign Name Date of Signature 
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RESULTS FROM HYPOTHESES 
HYPOTHESES CASES FINDINGS TESTS 
1 A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
T-Test 
2 A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Not Significant 
Not Significnat 
•••Significant 
•••Significant 
•••Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Mann-Whitney U 
Analysis of Covariance 
Mann-Whitney U 
3 A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Analysis of Covariance 
Kruskal-Wallis 
4 A 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
4 B 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
4 C 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Analysis of Covariance 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Kruskal-Wallis 
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HYPOTHESES CASES FINDINGS TESTS 
4 D 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
4 E 
Classroom Acheivement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Kruskal-Wallis 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
5 A 
Classroom Achievement Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
Intellectual Functioning Not Significant Mann-Whitney U 
Perceptual-motor Skills Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
Achievement Tost Scores •Significant Analysis of Covariance 
Classroom Grades Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
5 . B 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
••'•Significant 
Not Significant 
Mann-Whitney U 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
5 C 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
"•'•Significant 
Not Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Mann-Whitney U 
Analysis of Covariance 
Mann-Whitney U 
Mann-Whitney U 
5 D 
Classroom Achievement 
Intellectual Functioning 
Perceptual-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores 
Classroom Grades 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
Not Significant 
••'•Significant 
Not Significant 
Analysis of Covariance 
Mann-Whitney U 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
Analysis of Covariance 
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HYPOTHESES CASES 
5 E 
Classroom Grades 
Intellectual Functioning 
Pèrceptùal-motor Skills 
Achievement Test Scores • 
Classroom Grades 
FINDINGS TESTS 
Not Significant Mann-Whitney U 
Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
Not Significant Analysis of Covariance 
